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PREFATORY NOTE 


The Cambridge History of English Literature was first pub¬ 
lished between the years 1907 and 1916. The General Index 
Volume was issued in 1927. 

In the preface to Volume I the general editors explained 
their intentions. They proposed to give a connected account 
of the successive movements of English literature, to describe 
the work of writers both of primary and of secondary impor¬ 
tance, and to discuss the interaction between English and 
foreign literatures. They included certain allied subjects such 
as oratory, scholarship, journalism and typography, and they 
did not neglect the literature of America and the British 
Dominions. The History was to unfold itself, “unfettered by 
any preconceived notions of artificial eras or controlling dates, 
and its judgments were not to be regarded as final. 

This reprint of the text and general index of the History is 
issued in the hope that its low price may make it easily available 
to a wider circle of students and other readers who wish to have 
on their shelves the full story of English literature. 

CAMBRTDG B 
1932 
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CHAPTER I 


THE ORIGINS OF ENGLISH DRAI^IA 
Introductory 

The present volume and its successor will be devoted to the 
discussion of English drama—a growth which, in the meridian 
splendour of its maturity, is without an equal in the history of 
literature, Attic drama, in literary art, at all events, the choicest 
product of an age from which posterity has never ceased to 
derive its serenest conceptions of human culture, was restricted 
in its higher creativeness by the brief duration of that age itself. 
Spanish drama, nearest to English in the exuberance of its 
productivity, is, in its greatest period, associated with the decay 
of the nation’s vigour. French classical drama, in a much larger 
measure than that in which the same assertion could be made of 
English, was bound by its relations to a royal court, and de¬ 
barred from an intimate union with the national life. English 
drama, as, with marvellous rapidity, it rose to the full height of its 
literary glories, reflected and partook of the imaginative strength 
of an age in which England consciously, nor for a generation only, 
assumed her place in the van of nations. 

In view of the twofold fact, that English drama was destined 
to rank not only among the most glorious but among the most 
characteristic of national achievements, and that an English nation 
and an English national literature were already in existence before 
the Norman conquest, it may seem strange that, with the ex¬ 
ception of certain suggestive features in the church liturgy to 
which attention will be directed below, the beginnings of the 
growth which we are considering cannot be safely traced beyond 
that date. In other words, we are unable to assume the existence 
in these islands, before the Norman conquest, of anything recog¬ 
nisable by us as drama or dramatic literature. Our English 
ancestors, with whose advent the Roman empire in Britain had 
come to an abrupt end, can hardly, except in a few isolated 
instances, have been brought into contact with the broken and 
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to England, and gradually, more especially through the efforts 
of king Alfred, fostered the growth of English literature, the 
last literary form which it was likely to introduce or sanction 
was that of the drama, the feeder of the theatre. The strano-e 
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me barbarians, Imtriones and migatores went forth as homeless 
outlaws under the ban of both church and state. If any of these 
found their way to England and, as they passed along the hio-h- 
ways and byways, displayed their tricks for a crust of bread or a 
cup of ale, they were, no doubt, despised and accounted infamous. 
Far otherwise was it with the gleeman, who sat among the warriors, 
teilmg m a solemn and religious strain of the great deeds of the 
past, and the scop, whose songs had the king and his companions for 
an audience, and who, on his travels, found himself everywhere an 
honoured guest. Anything less dramatic could hardly be imagined 
than the poems or recitations of the Old English singer, and even in 
those <3ialo^es which form an interesting part of English literature 
before the ^orman conquest a dramatic element is only occasion- 
a y perceptible-jfor there could be no greater mistake than to 
suppose that a dialogue, be its progress never so vivacious, is, 
of necessity, a drama m embryo. A certain species of English 
alogues, however, to which reference is made in the next 
S examples are to be found both before and 

one of the forms of the Old 
French dihats, must be allowed to contain dramatic elements 

The Harromng of HeU, dealt with a theme afterwards treated 

SrleslSTl which, in its turn, has 

contention of tins sort, as we learn from the prologue to the fra^ 

^ disputation between 

devUs had laid h^dt» Lir •'''1 

ivuiig oi Life s soul, in the struggle 
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of the King with Deaths Other debates of the kind may, like¬ 
wise, have incidentally influenced the early growth of English 
drama; but no general connection between it and Old English 
literature has been proved. 

The Norman conquest brought into England a foreign baron¬ 
age ; the high places in church and state were now filled by foreign 
occupants; at the altars of many of the churches of the land knelt 
foreign priests; in the cloisters of most of its convents walked 
foreign monks. But it also provided with an English ‘establish¬ 
ment’ many a French or Flemish adventurer of lowly origin or 
doubtful past. Moreover, these very Normans, who had been the 
hero-adventurers of the western world, who were the combatant 
sons of the church, and some of whose most signal successes were 
even now only in process of achievement, had begun to enter into 
a phase of chivalry in which doughty deeds are done, and difl&cult 
enterprises are carried on, with one eye to a crown of glory and 
the other to material profit. Thus, the influence of the Norman 
conquest upon English life, where it was something more than 
the pressure exercised by overbearing masters, was by no means 
altogether ennobling or elevating. The diversions, too, of what 
was now the ruling class in England were so mixed in character 
that the very names of their purveyors cannot be kept asunder 
with precision. The trouvhres of Normandy and northern France, 
‘inventors’ of romances about deeds of prowess which they 
sang to their own accompaniment on harp or lute or viol, were 
frequently called jongleurs (Joculatores) —a term so compre¬ 
hensive that it may appropriately be translated by ‘entertainers. 
The third designation, mSiestrels or minstrels, which became the 
usual term in England, is, of course, only another form of the 
Latin ministeriales, servants of the house, implying the attach¬ 
ment of those who bore it to a particular household, whence, 
however, they might set forth to exhibit their skill abroad. The 
fourth term, gestours (singers of chansons de geste), whom Chaucer 
couples with ‘ minestrales ’ as telling tales 

Of romatmces that ben reales 
Of popes and of cardinales, 

And eke of love-longing^, 

is, in its original significance, the exact equivalent of trouvlres. 
It w^ill be shown in the next chapter how, with these ‘singers’ 

^ See the text in Brandi, A,, Quellen des weltlichen Dramas in England vor 
Shakespeare. 

s The Rime of Sire Thopas. 
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and ‘ entertainers ’ came to be mixed up already in France and in 
Normandy, and with them were by the Conquest transplanted to 
England, those humbler strollers to whom reference has been 
already made, and of whose survival from the days of the Roman 
Caesars into those of the Carolings sufficient evidence remains. 
There has at all times been a familiarity amounting to a kind of 
freemasonry between all branches of the ‘profession’; and Activa 
Vita's contemptuous summary in Piers Ploimnan of the minstrel’s 
accepted accomplishments^ includes the widest ‘ variety ’ possible 
of resources open to those who ‘live to please.’ 

Upon the whole, it may safely be asserted that the influence 
of these minstrels (using the term in the widest sense permissible) 
was not great upon the beginnings of English drama and was 
very far from being one of its main sources. On the other hand, 
some dramatic touches, reminiscences, traditions—call it what you 
will, for of all crafts this is the most tenacious of what appertains 
to its ‘business’—must have lingered on in the performances 
of that lower or more popular species of minstrels who cannot 
but have retained some sort of contact with the higher and 
more refined as well as more creative class. Thus, though in¬ 
visible to the eye of the closest student, some slender thread of 
continuity may connect the end of the ancient with the beginnings 
of the modern, including the English, stage. It was the theatre 
which, towards the close of the fifteenth century, in all but the 
lowest spheres of their activity, cut the ground from under the feet 
of the ‘last minstrels ’; yet this very theatre may owe them a debt 
of the kind which it is never possible to recover. In England, the 
performances of the minstrels cannot be shown to connect them¬ 
selves with the beginnings of any particular dramatic species (as 
tlaQ jeiig of their French confreres connect themselves with the 
beginnings of farce, and thus, indirectly, with those of comedy); 
but the wandering minstrels with the tread of whose feet the 
roads of England were familiar certainly sped the early efforts of 
English drama if they did not contribute to them, and, what 
IS more, they helped to secure its vitality by making and keeping 
It popular. In the nomad Mfe of medieval England, of which 
we owe an incomparable picture to the genius of Jusserand, the 
minstrels were alike omnipresent and indispensable—as news- 
bearers, as story-tellers, as makers of mirth; and the rewards 
showered upon them, even if they were ‘king’s minstrels’ by 
no better right than that by wdiich obscure ‘ provincial ’ playhouses 
^ Pim Pioio?nan, Pasaus xin. 
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call tlicmselres ‘Theatres Royal,’ probably exhausted the kindly 
and charitable impulses of no small a proportion of the com¬ 
munity. As Normans and Englishmen were more and more 
blended together, the diversions of the lords became more and more 
those of the people, although the latter might be less exacting 
as to the quality of the performances produced by the minstrels 
for their entertainment. Attempts at suppression as well as at 
restriction in the interests of the ‘party of order’ followed, and were 
met, in the Plantagenet period, by satire, by what might almost 
be called ‘nationalist’ ballads, and by ‘merry tales’ discreditable 
to the church—in all of which we shall not err in recognising the 
irrepressible voice of the minstrels. But neither their vitality nor 
their decay can occupy us in this place; and all that the student 
will here be asked to concede is that the vigorous and long-lived 
growth of minstrelsy, which undoubtedly derived its origin in part 
from the remnants of the ancient theatre, in its turn effectively 
helped to prepare the soil for the advent of the modern drama, in 
England as elsewhere, and to foster the growth which gradually 
sprang up from the seed cast into it. The question still remains: 
whence did that seed come ? 

Of that which w’^as carried over from classical dramatic litera¬ 
ture, very few grains, in this early period, impregnated the medieval 
ground, or even so much as fell by the wayside, now and then pro¬ 
ducing a stray flower. In insular England, more especially, little or 
no influence was exercised by the scant dramatic writings of the 
earlier Middle Ages which imitated Attic examples. Wliatever 
may have been the contemporary knowledge of the tragedies and 
comedies said to have been modelled on Euripides and Menander 
by Apollinaris (who has been held identifiable wdth a Laodicean 
bishop of the later part of the fourth century) the Suffering Christ 
{XpicTToq Tracrxtov), which, after being long attributed to St Gregory 
the Nazianzene in the fourth century, is now on sufficient grounds 
assigned to a Byzantine writer of the early part of the twelfth ^ 
and which may be described as a religious exercise in the garb 
of Euripidean diction, was composed for the closet, and probably 
remained unknown to western readers till the sixteenth century. 
For students of English literature, the chief interest of this much- 
riientioned play lies in the fact that, among many others, its 
subject commended itself, for dramatic treatment to the one English 
poet capable of addressing himself to it in a spirit corresponding, 
in some sense, to the sublimity of the theme. Milton at one time 

1 Theodore Prodromes, whose monastic name was Hilarion. 
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thought of a drama to be entitled Christus Patiens, on the scene 



ot her coDYent, where, very probably (though we have no evidence 
on the subject), they may have been performed. The moral and 
intellectual current of which these high-minded, if not verv 

nsMiUo*-,* _j _j. 1 1. . . _ j 



counting the miraculous acts of holy personages and the miraculous 
experiences of holy lives. At the same time, inasmuch as these 
compositions were virtually mere hybrids, and were primarilv 
designed for The use of only a very limited class under very 
special direction and discipline, the dramatic element which they 
introduced might, at first sight, have seemed Hkely to prove so 
weak and transitory as to be almost negligible. Yet the literary 
monastic drama, whenever it first became an acting drama was 
not a thing so entirely away from the world as might be supposed, 
n the period which comes into question, monasteries and nun- 
neries were not so much retreats from, as centres of, social life 
narteT^^fr^^ intercourse; and suggestions or influences im- 
From^thJ them were not communicated by habitantes in sicco. 
Fiom the church in general, and not the least fi-om her monastic 
institutions, proceeded the main literary impulses felt in England 
or severd centuries after the Norman conquest; Layamon was 
a priest, Ormm or Orm a monk, not to speak o^ the author or 
authors of Piers Plomnan. When, half a century or so after 
the Conquest, pupils of convent schools in England represented 
religious plays in very much the same fashion as that^in which 
the abbess Hrotsvitha’s scholars may have performed her Terentian 
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comedies at Gandersheim, some knowledge of these performances 
must have rapidly spread beyond the cloister, and, we may rest 
assured, have been eagerly conveyed to the ears of all and sundry 
by strolling minstrels, if by no other agents. Beginning with 
the play in honour of St Catharine, acted (in what language is 
not known) at Dunstable about the year 1110 by scholars of the 
Norman Geoffrey, afterwards bishop of St Albans, and extending 
through the series of ‘miracles of saints and passions of holy 
martyrs,’ stated by William Fitzstephen to have been produced 
between 1170 and 1182, these saints’ plays, among which must be 
reckoned one of the extant plays of Hilarius—very probably 
a native of England—continued to appear and reappear in this 
country, where, however, they cannot be said to have flourished 
till the middle of the fifteenth century. Long before this, they 
had begun to coalesce with a dramatic growth of very different 
strength; and it is because of its separate origin, rather than 
because it can be said to have run either a vigorous or a distinct 
course of its own, that reference has been made in this introductory 
section to what can only with hesitation be described as the 
English monastic literary drama \ 

The roots of such a growth as the English drama lay, and must 
have lain, deeper than in the imported remnants of more or less 
alien civilisations which interwove their fibres with the national 
life. Of that life itself, religious beliefs and conceptions were of 
the very essence, though among these a considerable proportion 
were survivals of earlier periods, into which Christianity had not 
entered as a conquering, and, at times, a destructive, force. In the 
earliest of the succeeding chapters it will be shown in what 
directions the study of folk-lore has thrown light on the influence of 
these survivals upon the growth of the drama in England. By 
far the most important process in the present connection is the 
gradual conversion of popular festivals, ancient or even primitive 
in origin, with their traditional ritual of dance and song, into 
plays; though it is their action, rather than its vocal accompani¬ 
ment, which, in the case of these festivals, has exercised any 
significant influence on English drama. Elements of the pagan 
festivals in question are discoverable even in feasts whose origin 
can be directly traced to the services of the Christian church, 
but which grew into universally recognised occasions of fun and 
licence, when no extravagance was accounted out of place or 

^ As to saints’ plays, or ‘ miracles ’ (according to the French use of the term), see 
chap. Ill below, and Sohelling, F. E., Elizabethan Drama, vol. i, pp. 11| 12. 
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season by ‘ laughter, holding both his sides,’ Such, above all, was 
the feast of Fools, associated, in the first instance, with the ritual 
of the feast of the Circumcision (New Year’s eve and day), and 
then developed into something very like the Saturnalia, or New 
Year’s festival of pagan Rome. It survived in England till 
near the close of the fourteenth century, though, as early as the 
thirteenth, it had attracted the censures of the spirit of reform 
in the austere person of bishop Grosseteste. Still more pro¬ 
tracted was the life in England of the kindred feast of Innocents, 
which cannot be shown to have had any integral connection with 
the ritual of Innocents’ Day, but which was soon appended to it 
as suiting the day on which the Boy bishop, elected by his fellow 
choir-boys on the feast of St Nicholas, took office. The topsy¬ 
turvydom of this celebration, to which there are other parallels 
(as late as 1566 a ‘Christmas Abbess’ was elected by the nuns 
at CaiTow), was naturally of a more harmless kind and more 
amenable to discipline, and, in consequence, less provocative of 
prohibitions. Dramatic performances became a regular accom¬ 
paniment of this festival, and, though the French or Anglo-Norman 
St Nicholas plays which have been preserved (including one by 
Hilarius) cannot be regarded as examples of the literary monastic 
drama belonging to our literature, it may safely be concluded 
that out of these performances grew those of the chapel boys and 
schoolboys to which, as developed in the Elizabethan age, a special 
chapter is devoted in the next volume. The general influence 
of these festivals and their associations must have tended to 
foster the element of humour and satire—the comic element— 
which was to assert itself with enduring success in the course of 
the growth of the religious, and, later, in that of the regular, 
drama in England. Even at court, the authority of the Christmas 
lord^ or lord of hlisrule survived the appointment of a per¬ 
manent official with the title of master of the revels (1545), 
and a conflict between the real and the mock authority naturally 
ensued®. 

It is hardly necessary, before reaching the main root of the 
gro’wth which we are discussing, to point out that, by the side of, 
or in connection with, the festival plays to which reference has 

^ See Schelling, u.$., vol. i, p. 47; and of. chaps, m and rv of Gayley’s JPlays of 
our Forefathers for an admirable account of what he describes as ‘ the Invasion of the 
Humorous.' The feast of Asses, which is there described with particular gusto on the 
basis of Chambers’s account of the Beauvais MS discovered by him, does not appear to 
have been known in England. 

® Schelling, vol. I, p, 76. 
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been made, the general favour bestowed in England as well as else¬ 
where, during the later Middle Ages, upon processional exhibitions 
and moving shows of various kinds, devoid of either action or 
dialogue, cannot be left out of account among the elements of 
popular life which helped to facilitate the growth of the drama. 
Notice will be taken below of the processional solemnities which 
accompanied the celebration of the Corpus Christi festival, and 
■which certainly had their effect upon the pageants, as the par¬ 
ticular religious plays afterwards collected into cycles were very 
commonly calledh In later times, however, the term ‘pageant’ 
came to be more generally employed in the sense which, at all 
events till our own days, has usually attached to it—namely, a 
show or exhibition in which costume, with its accessories, including, 
sometimes, the suggestion of scenery, plays the principal part, 
music lending its frequent aid, words being, at the most, used 
in the way of illustration or introduction®. Pageants, in this 
narrower sense of the term, were often called ‘ridings’; and in 
London, as is well known, this kind of exhibition secured a 
popularity which has survived the lapse of many centuries. The 
Norman conquest, supposed to have been largely responsible for 
bringing horsemanship into permanent popular favour in England, 
certainly introduced the refining influences of chivalry into these 
occasions of contact between court and people; they continued 
to be in favour throughout the whole of the Plantagenet, and 
down into the Tudor, period; and it is needless to specify 
examples of ‘ridings in Chepe’ or along the green Strand to 
Westminster by kings, queens and other royalties, or by the lord 
mayor, who, from 1457 onwards, substituted for his ‘annual riding’ 
a procession still more characteristic of London and the true 
source of her wealth, by water. At the same time, particular 
note should be taken of the measure in which these ridings, by 
the introduction of characters of national historical interest—such 

* The term was applied to the plays even when regarded as literary productions: 
thus, in the time of Henry VI, we hear of a ‘ Pageant of the Holy Trinity ’ painted with 
gold—t.e. an illuminated MS of some dramatic piece in the nature of a mystery or 
miracle-play. 

a It is noteworthy that, in the pageants which have of late been exhibited in many 
English towns, not only has the admonitm loci been emphasised as much as possible—^ 
nowhere with such overpowering effect as at Bury St Ednlunds, where the actual scene 
of the performance was the Abbey gardens—but dialogue and even dramatic action 
have formed an integral part of the presentment. In several instances, these modern 
pageants have fully met their purpose, and, in any case, there is no reason for cavilhng 
at a perfectly legitimate development, except in so far as to point out that all moderni* 
eations of an artistic species are apt to produce, for better or for worse, something 
quite different from their supposed prototype in kind as well as in degree. 




widely in much the same sense as ‘ disguisings/ though the account 
of the ‘mummers’ plays’ and their origin which will be found 
in the next chapter lends colour to Collier’s assertion that a 
mumming was properly a dumb show as well as an assumption 
of disguise. The development of these amusements into a form 
of composition, the masque, a name first heard in the reign of 
Henry VIII the Italian origin of the species did not prevent it 
from becoming one of the glories of English literature, although 
always standing apart from the main growth of the English drama 
—will be separately treated in a later chapter of this work. 
Meanwhile, ‘disguisings’ of one sort or another, besides serving 
to foster the love for the assumption of character—for ‘ being some*^ 
one else had helped, as we shall see, to build a bridge by which 
players and^ plays passed into the sunshine of court favour, and 
under the influence of the renascence and humanistic learnino-' 
encouraged the gi-owth of a species of the religious drama in 
which the^ didactic element, clothed in a more or less conven¬ 
tional series of abstract conceptions, gradually asserted its 
fH-edommance. 


It was not, however, from half fortuitous, half barren survivals 
or from exhibitions primarily designed to gratify the eye, that a 
drama could spring which was not only to mirror, but to form part 
pt, the national life, and more and more so as that life advanced 
m v^our, in intensity and in self-consciousness. As will be shown 
m the chapter devoted to the discussion of this all-important 
aspect of the beginnings of English drama and of Eno-lish 
dramatic literature, it was from the services of the Chris'tian 
chwch of the Eoman obedience that, in England as elsewhere 
m Europe, the medieval religious drama directly took its origin ; 

TJ,! ^° if ®®f of the Chronicle ’) ol Schellinc F E 

The English Chronicle Flag, New York, 1902, ‘ 
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and it was thus that the growth with a survey of which down 
to the days of the puritan revolution these volumes are to be 
occupied actually began. How could it have been otherwise? 
On the one hand, those services, culminating in that of the mass, 
display their symbolical design by a variety of processes illustrating 
in turn all the dogmas which the church proclaims as possessed of 
commanding importance. On the other, the very circumstance 
that her worship was conducted according to one rule, in one 
ecclesiastical tongue accepted by all nations, shows how the main 
effect of that worship lay not in its words but in its symbols h 
The history of the religious drama in England, if in it be 
included a survey of the adjuncts to the church liturgy in the 
form of alternating song and visible action, goes back to a period 
before the Norman conquest Out of the mystical liturgy, the 
liturgical mystery grows by a process alike inevitable and un¬ 
forced, of which sufficient illustrations will be given—beginning 
with the Quern quaeritis of the Easter morning Mass. In England, 
however, w'e meet with no examples proper of troioes, by the inter¬ 
polation of which in the offices of the church the liturgical mystery 
had advanced beyond its earliest stage, or what might be called 
that of mere ornamentation—such as the Provencal production of 
Tlie Foolish Virgins, and The Raising of Lazarus, wwitten by 
Hilarius in Latin with occasional French refrains. These and 
other examples seem to show that, in the century succeeding that 
of the Norman conquest, the process of the emancipation of the 
dramatic mystery from the liturgy had already begun in France, 
where, in the eleventh century, we know that the former had been 
considered an integi’al part of the latter. To the twelfth century 
belongs the famous Norman-French—^perhaps Anglo-Norman— 
play of Adam, which may very possibly have grown out of a 
processional representation of the prophets^, but which seems 
(for the later portion of it is lost) to have aimed at di’amatic 
representation of the entire Scriptural story, after the manner of 
the French and English collective mysteries of later date. We 
may safely conclude that the Norman conquest, or the period 
which followed immediately upon it, introduced into England as 
a virtually ready-made growth the religious performance or ex¬ 
hibition which could and did edify the devout, without actually 

^ Hagenbach, Kirchengeschichte, voL ii, p. 397. 

® Gayley, 0. M., Plays of our Forefathers, p. 27. Of. Schofield, W. H., English 
Literature from the Norman Conquest to Charles, p. 136, where Adam, which consisted 
of three parts—the Fall, the Death of Abel, and the Prophecies of Christianity—is 
described as ‘the earliest extant mystery in the vulgar tongue.’ 
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forming part of the religious exercises incumbent upon them. At 
the same time, the English mystery-play did not fail to reveal its 
liturgical origin by such stage directions as Tunc cantahlt angelus 
in the Chester Ascensio, or by the disquisitions of the Chester 
Expositor and the Coventry Contemplacio, recalling the priest’s 
elucidatory commenth These plays were acted either within the 
church walls, or on a scaffold immediately outside them, the 
performers being no doubt, in the first instance and ordinarily, 
ecclesiastics or the pupils of ecclesiastics. Gradually, the pro¬ 
fessional secular entertainers, who, as we saw, were unlikely to 
forego such a chance of attracting the public, sought to compete 
with the clerics and to interfere with their monopoly; in the 
middle of the thirteenth century, it was certainly no unheard-of 
thing for secular players to solicit the favour of audiences—surely 
by means of plays in the vernacular; in 1258, they were forbidden 
to give such performances in the monasteries of the land. Either 
this prohibition was effectual, or the practice never became quite 
common; for, a century and a half later, Lydgate, though in some 
of the verses he wrote to accompany the mummings of his age he 
showed a strong dramatic instinct^, makes no mention of players 
in his poem Danse Macahre, while among the representatives 
of divers classes of men he introduces minstrels and ‘ tragitours ’ 
{i.e. jugglers). 

Thus, then, it seems clear that what dramatic performances 
were to be seen in England during the latter part of the eleventh, 
the twelfth and the greater part of the thirteenth centuries, were 
mainly in the hands of the clergy. Attempts were not wanting, 
even in this early period, to free from exclusive clerical control a 
species of entertainment the popularity of which was continually 
on the increase; and there doubtless were from the first, as there 
certainly were later, voices in the church itself which reprobated 
loudly aud authoritatively this method of attracting the public 
to the church door or its vicinity. But, as is shown in a sub¬ 
sequent chapter, it was not long before the strongest impulse ever 
given in a contrary direction by the church was imparted by pope 
Urban IV’s institution of the great Homan Catholic festival of 
Corpus Ghristi. It does not appear that tliikpope, who, at the 
foundation of the feast, granted a 'pardon ’ for a certain number 
of days to all who attended certain parts of the divine service 
performed on it, took any note of the representation of religious 

^ Of. Hohlfeldi A., ‘Altenglische KoUektivmystenen,’etc., in vol. n. 

* Sohelling, F. E,, JEiizab«t/ian Drama, voL I, p. 74, and note. 
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plays; the ^pardon’ mentioned in the proclamation for Wliitsun 
plays at Chester, and attributed to ‘Clement then bishop of 
Rome,’ together with the concomitant excommunication of who¬ 
soever should interfere with the performance of the said plays, 
is supposed to have been issued by Clement VI, i.e. about a 
generation later than the confirmation of the institution of Corpus 
Christ!. As is shown below, the Corpus Christ! processions of 
trading-companies in England very soon developed into the 
performance by them of religious plays ; but what in the present 
connection it is desired to establish is the fact that the redmte- 
gratio amoris between church and stage due to the popularity 
of Corpus Christ! long endured, though exposed to many inter¬ 
ruptions and rebuffs from high quarters. The friars, above all, 
as it would seem, the Minorites, were active in fostering an agency 
of religious excitement which the older and more aristocratic 
orders were probably less disposed to look upon with favour \ 
The further development of the relations between the church 
and the drama is examined at length elsewhere. No religious 
plays preserved to us from this early period are kno’iTO with 
certainty to have been written by secular priests or monks for 
performance by themselves or their pupils. Possibly some of the 
extant isolated mysteries may have had clerical authors, but we 
lack any knowledge on the subject^. There is, however, no reason 
for supposing that these clerical or monastic plays for popular 
audiences differed very largely from the plays written for lay 
performers by which, to all intents and purposes, they were super¬ 
seded, or into which they were absorbed—more especially as there 
seems every reason to believe that of these latter a large proportion 
were, at least in the earlier part of the period, written by monks. 
Nor can it be at all confidently asserted that the comic element 
was less freely cultivated in clerical than in lay plays, and that 
the friars were likely to exercise much self-restraint when desirous 
of tickling the palates of their audiences. In general, though an 
attentive study will prove capable of marking not a few distinctive 
characteristics in particular religious plays or in groups of 

^ The disclaimer of the friar minor in Fiers Plowman is too well known to need 
quotation; but, as Collier, citing Drake’s History of York, points out, another friar 
minor, in 1420, not long after the composition of that poem, is found exerting himself 
at York to procure the annual representation of holy Corpus Ohristi plays; and he 
was described as a ‘professor of pageantry’ [History of Dramatic Poetry, new ed., 
vol. I, p, 20). 

* The late Tuiraele-playdf Kynge Eobert of Cicylye was stated to be written by a 
priest (see chap, in below). Of the collective mysteries, the Townelcy and the 
Coventry Plays at all events must be ascribed to monkish hands. 
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them, of which the yariance is due to difference of time or place, 
it is by no means surprising that an essentially popular growth' 
not at all intended to satisfy more elevated or refined tastes, still 
less to secure to its products a place in literature, should have 
altered hut little in the course of several centuries. In nothing 
are the illiterate more conservative than in their amusements • 
and in this instance it could not be in the interests of the pur¬ 
veyors, whether clerical or lay, to move far out of the beaten 
track. 

It will be shown in our next chapter by what steps the religious 
drama in England had passed out of the hands of the church into 
those of lay performers in town or gild, who, in ever increasing 
numbers, were found desirous of gratifying their aspirations by 
the practice of an art in which few think themselves incapable of 
excelling. By the fifteenth century the process was complete, and 
a considerable literature of religious drama was in existence, 
although, from the nature of the case, every part of it was to be 
subjected to more or less continuous revision and extension. 

Of English religious plays, under their threefold designation 
of mysteHes a name not in use in England, but convenient 
as designating plays mainly founded upon the biblical narrative 
—miracles or saints’ plays, and moralities, a full account will be 
found in the third chapter of the present volume; the question 
of the relative antiquity of particular extant English plays (The 
Harroiving o/^ Hell, dating from the middle of the thirteenth 
century, not being yet to be accounted a play proper) will be there 
discussed, and special attention will, of course, be given to those 
cycles of plays, following the chronological order of biblical 
events, which, though not absolutely peculiar to our literature, 
are by no other possessed in several complete examples. It will 
be shmvn what was the relation of these plays to others of 
the same species in foreign literatures, and in French more 
especially!, and from what sources besides Holy Writ, apocryphal, 
apocalyptic, or legendary, they at times derive the incidents or 
the colouring of their action. Thus, the basis of most of the 


The parado:s-for, considering that the CheBter Plays are the youngest series of 
^ be so desonbed—according to which these plays were based 
on a French original, is discussed by Hohlfeld, A., in the notable essay on the 
^ by Hemingway, S. B., English Nativity Plays 

(Yale Studies in English), New York, 1909. The conclusion seemlto be that lifrhl 
certemly endence of the traces of a French original, but that this was not a collective 

thek p“fen? fLl'""' elaborated the Chester Plays in 
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Christmas plays is not the Scriptural, but the apocryphal, narra¬ 
tive h The most evident source of the episodes of Joseph of 
Arimatliea, The Harrowing of Hell, and The Coming of Anti¬ 
christ, is the Latin Gospel of Nicodemus^, The influence of 
Cursor Mundi, extant in a large number of MSS, is particularly 
strong in the York Plays, and to this source, and to the Legenda 
Anrea of Voragine and similar sources, are largely due the tra¬ 
ditions which are reproduced in the English religious plays, and 
which have little or no basis in the Scriptural narrative. Such 
are the conception of the hierarchy of the angelic orders, the 
developed story of the fall of Lucifer, and the legends of the Oil 
of Mercy and the Holy Rood-Tree®. 

The Cornish miracle-plays, their language being the native 
Cymric dialect, stand apart from the English; but though the 
illusion of the still existing amphitheatres or ‘ rounds ’ may carry 
the imagination of the modern visitor back into the past to a 
time when York, the home of the earliest English cycle, was young j 
and, though it is not impossible that the Cornish cycle, in its 
original form, was earlier than any of the rest, there is not much 
in these plays to distinguish them from French and English 
dramatic mysteries, and, indeed, French words occasionally make 
their appearance in them. Their language is stated to carry 
back the date of their composition to a period earlier than 
the fourteenth century, though the earliest MS, apparently, dates 
from the fifteenth^, and though we possess no notice of the actual 
performance of plays in Cornwall earlier than that in Richard 
Carew’s Survey, first printed in 1602 , where mention is made of 
the representation of the Guary miracles in amphitheatres con¬ 
structed in open fields. The extant Cornish plays consist of a 
connected series of three sub-cycles: Origo Mundi, a selection 
of episodes from the creation to the building of the Temple ; 
Passio Domini, the life of Christ from the temptation to the 
crucifixion; and the resurrection and the ascension; and the 
whole cycle ends with a chorus of angels, and an epilogue by the 
emperor. But to the first sub-cycle (or first day’s performance) 
is added a saint’s play on the constancy and martyrdom of Maxi- 
milla, and in the third is inserted an episodical play on the death 

^ Hemingway, u.s, 

® See Gayley, C. M., Plays of our Forefathers, p. 260. 

3 See ibid. pp. 224 ff.; and of. ten Brink, vol. i, p. 360. 

« This assumption is supported by the fact, noted by Gayley, that in the opening 
scene of Pas*io Domfrai a verse-form is used which closely approximates to the nine* 
lined stanza used with great effect in Secunda Pastorum {Towneley Plays). 
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6, wLiuii Btauus quite apart H’om tiie r 
cycle a further saint s play, The Life 
and Confessor, was discovered in 1869 
a translation by Whitley Stokes (1872). Its language is by him 
described as Middle-Coriiish, and rather more modern than that 
of Passio\ 

The English mysteries and miracle-plays in general—for the 
moralities, in this respect, are to be judged from a somewhat 
dilFerent point of view—and the plays of the former class com¬ 
bined in the four great cycles described below in particular, 
possess certain artistic features and qualities which entitle them' 
to a place in our literature, not merely as interesting remains of 
a relatively remote phase of our national civilisation. They were 
written to please as well as to edify ; and, in some of them, which 
were almost indisputably from the hands of ecclesiastics, the 
literary sense or instinct may occasionally be said to overpower 
what sense of propriety existed in the writers. For to speak, in 
this connection, of lack of reverence would be to betray a mis¬ 
apprehension of the general attitude of the church militant of the 
Middle Ages towards sacred names, and things, and persons. 
Above all, it behoved the revisers of these plays—for whatever 
may have been the original form of each of the four cycles, not 
one of them has come down to us from the hand of a single 
author, or without repeated changes and cross-borrowings—to 
remain true to that spirit of ndiveU which had presided at their 
ongin ^d which (with the exception, perhaps, in some respects, 
ot the Coventry Plays in their present form) they, on the whole 
consistently maintained. In this spirit they should be read and 

playstre ^ 

soJo?a Meriaselc. the 

the best of characters, declines a splendid marriaee returns home with 

knight of God,* and, after incurring^much resista^S’ ‘consecrated a 

for Cornwall, miraculously tames a wolf and builds hSiself a^he 

performs a miracle on a larger scale which mirir.a -r , hermitage. He then 

and beholds the defeat of his pagan’foe. The Lt of i-ohhers, 

Oonstati™ h by converted. In p“T^ “he^00^ '"r ™ 

continues; but a sort of unity is eiven to it hr, fUn „ « pari ii, the double action 

br .eeora™. with the 

each of the two parts, the audience is invited to drink and danco T>i • ^ 
which Stokes states to be de Hgueur in all Cornish plays, is supplied by thTtn t 
quack doctor and one or two other characters; bu? its humoSr hae 
with the exceptiott of a pathetic passage or two, the play may be pronounced d ’ 
literary merit. The metrification is varied and elaborai ^‘^““ounced devoid oi 
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criticised by later generations—the quality of qiiaintness, or of 
-unconscious humour, being left to take care of itself. This 
quality is most abundantly exhibited in the accounts, which we 
must of coui’se suppose to have been made out by the officers 
of the gilds or crafts by whom, in the main, the plays were pro¬ 
duced and represented, and who would be just the men to see 
nothing comic in ‘a link to set the world on fire,’ ‘paid for making 
of 3 worlds, 3d’ ‘2 yards and a half of buckram for the Holy 
Ghost’s coat, 2s. Id./ and the like; or in the matter-of-fact de¬ 
scriptions of ‘properties’ such as ‘Hell-mouth, the head of a 
whale with jaws worked by 2 men, out of which devil boys ran.’ 
Apart from other merits of composition, which, however, are of too 
frequent occurrence to be justly regarded as incidental oiilyh it 
is by the conscious humour as well as by the conscious pathos 
perceptible in these plays that certain of them, and even par¬ 
ticular groups definitively marked out by careful and ingenious 
criticism, must be held to rank as literary productions of no 
common order. The pathos w^as, of course, directly suggested 
by the materials out of which these plays were constructed; but 
it is quite distinct and often ‘di’awn out ’ (if the phrase is appro¬ 
priate) with considerable effect. Such a passage is the dialogue 
between Abraham and Isaac, while preparing for the sacrifice, in 
the Chester Play, wdiich comes home to a modern as it did to a 
medieval audience, though the denouement is already lurking in 
the thicket I Another passage of the kind is the wonderful burst 
of passionate grief, which can have left no eye dry, from the Mother 
of the Sufferer in The Betraying of Christ in the Coventry Play. 
Of a different sort is the pathos—a touch of that nature which 
comes home to the spectator in any and every kind of drama— 
in the salutation by the shepherd who, reverencing in the infant 

^ I have elsewhere {History of English Dramatic Literature, vol. i, pp. 73 £f.) 

directed attention to the evidence offered in these plays of other literary qualities_ 

including ease and appropriateness of dialogue; a dramatic vigour quite distinct from the 
vehement raging (deliberately intended to terrify the populace) of the Herods and 
Pilates; conciseness and clearness of exposition; and adequacy—I can find no better 
word—of meditative passages such as the opening reflections in the Prima Pastorum on 
the uncertainty of human hfe; ‘Lord, what thay ar weylle that hens ar past,’ otc. 
Nor is a grand severity of tone wanting where it is most in placej Jusserand has 
pointed out that the discourses or ‘sermons,’ as they were called in the French 
mysteres, spoken by the Father in the Old, and by the Son in the New, Testameut 
plays, lack neither dignity nor power ; see, for an English example, The Emissiort of the 
Holy Ghost in the Chester Plays. 

s Unless I mistake, this was the Abraham md Isaac presented at the Charterhouse 
after the memorable first performance of Ev,.ry-man, but then judiciously withdrawn, 
as an afterpiece unsuitable to the morality, which, moreover, needed none. 
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Saviour the victor over the powers of hell, is won by his smile 




knee: 


Haylle comly and clean: haylle yong- child! 
Haylle maker, as I mene, of a madyn so mylde. 

mi_ITT .1 ,, 


The fals g-yler of teynS^ now goys he begylde, 
Lo, he merys; 

Lo, he laghys, my swetyng, 

A welfare inetyng, 

1 have holden my hetyng^^ 

Have a bob of cherys^. 




iiiffuiTsSvEm 


. ' , pivpciioo, IS me 

conscious humour introduced in these plays with the object of 
gratifying the spectators. An audience must be amused what¬ 
ever may be offered to it, ail the more so if that offering be a 


itention to the principle of aUowing no occasion of the kind to 

r?’. , * “lore so in the Towneley, Plays 

this intention manifestly becomes a progressive tendency towai^s 
the elaboration of opportunities for realistic humour. It mav 
seem gomg rather far to speak of the York schools of humour 

finir Wakefield master who exhibits the full 

ler of the pomise of his predecessors; but it is one of the 
legitimate—it is indeed, one of the highest—functions of criticism 
to discover and to verify the presence and the nfluence^^^^ 
personality. And there can be no reasonable doubt as to the 
mdividuahty of the work in the Towneley Plays, of ilch the 
outward 81 ^ .8 the nee, preferential rather than miform of a! 

ite o'to^ of wv\“rt its way ttan the Spenserian in 

invento and ff tp 1 untnown contributor may hare been the 
nventor, and of which an example was cited above. ‘ If anyone ’ 

wr.to A. W. Pollard, ‘will read the plays’ which bear this 2rk 

w°Serr4VlS T f 

namel-at least as as lTZIZ we knew bis 

bo^lerona Idnd of humour ‘ -‘her 


^Wizard. * Sorrow 

‘Secmda Faitorum irt Tomn, ley Play, /Proms.. 

.■as bailed .itb a modesTb^Tt^ cut of the wbij 

very notable chapters t^ayley, C. M., in the twc 

stated in the text ie fully explained and illuslrateZ “ «i) in which the positioi 
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In liis hands, the time-honoured incident of what Chaucer^ calls 

The sorwe of Noe with his felawship^ 

Or that he might get his wif to ship 

becomes a farcical play in a series of scenes, of which the interest 
centres in the tenacity of Noah’s wife rather than in the preserva¬ 
tion of the patriarch and the human race®. The curious Processus 
Talentorum, which treats of Pilate’s decision as to the Saviour’s 
garments, is, in its details, singularly original But the height of 
independent treatment, with the comic element in the ascendant, 
is reached in an earlier play of the same series, the famous 
Secunda Pastorum, the merry tale of the sheep-stealing Mak— 
which is nothing short of a play within a play, and which, in 
freshness of conception and in gaiety of treatment, may be ranked 
alongside of the famous Mattre Pathelin, and the Schwdnke of 
Hans Sachs, though considerably earlier in date than either of 
them. In the Chester Plays, though altogether they are less 
popular in treatment, the popular demand which the Play of the 
Shepherds brought with it, is satisfied by the coarse fooling of 
Trowle; in the Coventry Plays, both humour and coarseness are 
further subdued, and literary endeavour directs itself rather to 
the preservation of regularity of form on the one hand and to 
the display of biblical learning on the other, while humour 
occasionally takes the form of satirel Contrariwise, it was but 
natural that the danger of the degeneration of the comic element 
in religious plays should be ignored, especially where no care 
was taken for maintaining the time-honoured character of a 
celebrated cycle. The Digby Conversion of St Paul (of which 
the MS seems to belong to the close of the fifteenth century or 
a slightly later date) contains a scene of unsavoury fun; and in 
the Mary Magdalene of the same collection (which, generally, 
by its almost unprecedented accumulation of sensational effects 
betrays its late date) there is a burlesque scene between a priest 
and his boy, who, after being threatened with a flogging, proceeds 
to deserve it by intoning a mock service in nonsense Latin with 

snyguer snagoer werwolfforum 
standgardum lamba beffettorum. 

What could be sillier or more modern®? 

^ The Miller's Tale. * His other, in this instance not his better, half, 

* In the Chester Plays she does not absolutely refuse to come, but, in the spirit 
of a true head of the family, she insists on taking all her relations with her. 

* See, for example, the passage against extravagance in dress, in The Council of 
the Jews {Govent')~y Mysteries, xs.y). 

® It is only right to say, as to the serious side of this strange play, which has a 



Ihe great English collective mysteries are, of course, difleren- 
tiated by linguistic, as well as by literary, features; for, while both 
the Yorh and the Towneley Plays are written in the Northumbrian 

of tl 


- ^ ^ -AAA i/JLlCll UlclitJCU 

■which agiees with the conclusions as to their origin reached by 
some of the best authorities, such as ten Brink and A W. Pollard. 
In the matter of metre, the most striking feature common to 

Enghsh religious plays is the great variety exhibited by them 
{TU Barrowing of Bell, which in form has hardly passed from 
that of the dialogue into that of the drama, and in metre confines 
Itself to a very irregular octosyUabic couplet, can hardly be cited 
as an exception) This variety of metriflcation, contrasting very 
strongly with the consistency with which the French miracle- and 
mystery-plays adhere to the metre of the octosyllabic couplet 
though permitting themselves an occasional excursion into the 
feshionable form of the triolet', is already very noticeable in the 
I or* Plays: m the Towneley, notwithstanding their close con¬ 
nection with the Fort Plays, there seems a recognition of the 
expediency of maintaining the octosyllabic metre as the staple 
metre of the drama, though, as has already been noticed, the last 
and most conspicuous writer of all who had a hand in these plays 
enriched them by the introduction of a new and elaborate stanra 
ot ms oiiTi. His ordinary stanza-foi-m, which is to be found in 
practicidly all the plays in this coUection which reveal the comic 
elaboration of his master hand, is the thirteen-lined stanza rimin'^ 
aiabababedddeK The Coventry Plays show a less strikin' 

® towards that length of line' 

andLl^,« of the doggerel alexandrine, 

blanf™ observes, to help, by reaction, to establish 

in the metre of the English drama. In the Chester 
there is again that marked variety of metre wh4 sp^aS 

tm. path.., whUe Salaa Mioidoforr hL tanT T »' 

over that of Margaret ia Favst. ^ Mephistophelea gloating 

bock n “ Th^FifLoa '■ where, in 

metriCoation „f the teligione ' ™“'‘' ““ “ “ ol the 

* Hohlfeld, u.s. pp. 287 U. 
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for tlie early origin of these plays in their first form; and this 
conclusion is corroborated by the frequent use of alliteration. 
Altogether, the religious plays exhibit a combined looseness and 
ingenuity of metrification corresponding to what the historian of 
English prosody terms its ‘break-up’ in the fifteenth century, to 
which the bulk of the plays in their present form belong, and 
harmonising with the freedom of treatment which, notwithstanding 
the nature of its main source, and what may be termed the single- 
mindedness of its purpose, was characteristic of the English 
mystery- and miracle-drama. 

In the chapter of this work dealing with the early religious 
drama, it will be shown how its third species, the ‘moral plays’ 
or ‘moralities,’ originated in the desire to bring into clear relief 
the great lesson of life—the struggle between good and evil to 
which every man is subjected, and the solution of which depends 
for every man upon his relation to the powers contending for his 
soul. The conception is familiar to religious literature long before 
it is put into dramatic shape, and theological moralities were 
produced some time before they found their way to the popular 
stage. The productions of the Anglo-Norman trouvh'e Guillaume 
Herman (1127—70) and of Etienne Langton, doctor of theology 
at Paris and afterwards, as everyone knows, archbishop of 
Canterbury (1207) and cardinal, in general conception and treat¬ 
ment resemble the moralities of later date; though in each the 
strife of Mercy and Peace against Truth and Righteousness on 
behalf of sinful man, indirectly suggested by Psalm Ixxxv, 10, 
11 , is solved by the personal intervention of the Saviourh It 
is clearly erroneous to suppose that the English moralities, to 
which these remarks are confined, grew gradually out of the 
mysteries and miracles, under the cooperating influence of the 
pageantry which had become a public custom in the English 
towns in the latter part of the Middle Ages. The love of allegory 
from a very early period onwards domesticated itself in the English 
mind, to which there seems to be nothing intrinsically congenial 
in this species of composition, but which at all times has been 
singularly tenacious of tastes and tendencies to which it has 
once given admittance. This particular taste must have been im¬ 
planted by Christianity by means of the Bible. Paraphrases of the 
Bible are the chief fruits of the earliest productive age of English 
poetical literature. The Old and the New Testament were alike 

’ The same four Virtues, Veritas, Justitia, Misericordio. and Pax, appear in The 
Salutatioji and Conception in the Coventry Plays (xx). 
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composed in eastern tongues; the scenes of their narratives are 
eastern; certain books of the Bible have always been declared 
by the church to be allegorical in design; and there are few 
portions of the holy text that are not full of allegory, parable and 
symbolism. It is needless here to pursue further a theme which 
has been fully treated elsewhere, and which has not been left 
out of sight in earlier volumes of this History \ Before English 
literature, in which the love of allegory had continued to assert 
itself wherever that literature continued most popular in its 
forms as well as in its sympathies, had produced one of the 
masterpieces of the species in the Vision concerning Piers the 


Plowman, the taste of western literature in general, and of 
French in particular, had already set in the same direction, and 
the Roman de la Rose had established an ascendancy in the 
world of letters which was to reflect itself in our own allegorical 
literature, and which endured down to the time of the renascence 
and the reformation. To the French taste for allegorical poetry 
and satire, the drama, which, in the thirteenth century, had 
completely emancipated itself from the control of the church, 
no doubt in its turn contributed; by the end of the fourteenth, 
the Confr4rie de la Passion found it difficult to maintain its 
religious plays against the moralities, full of polemical satire, of 
the Confr4rie de la Basoche, or against the Aristophanic soties 
of the Enfans sans souci ; while the Basoche, which had begun 
with moralising allegories, soon took a leaf out of their rivals’ 
book, and interspersed their moralities with farces and soties, 
till the didactic species virtually passed away. If, then, the love 
of allegory which had been early implanted in the English people, 
and the impulse given to this predilection by French examples 
both in literature and on the stage in the period between Chaucer 
and the renascence be remembered, it will not be difficult to 
account for the growth, side by side with the biblical and saintly 
religious drama, of a species differing from it in origin, except as 
to their common fi,nal source, and varying from it in method, and, 
as time went on, more or less in character also. Nevertheless, 
the growth of this didactic species accompanies that of the plays 
following, with more or less of digression, the biblical narrative, 
or deahng with lives of saints or the after-effects of their 
martyrdoms in the form of miracles, and continues to affect these 
sister species in many instances, or actually in some cases to 


' I. cliap. IV etal-, and of. Courfcliope’s History of English Poetry, vol. i, 

chap. IX,‘The Progress of Aiiegory.' s. 
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intermingle with them. Gradually, and under the influence of 
the general widening of the range of ideas and interests due to 
the renascence, the moralities begin to abandon the path of 
religious teaching for that of the inculcation of intellectual or 
philosophical, and even of political, principles and truths; and 
a further step is thus taken towards the complete secularisation of 
the drama. 

The following pages will, it is believed, sufficiently illustrate 
the consummation of this change, and describe the process by 
which, after the biblical religious drama had begun to die out in 
England, where saints’ plays had never enjoyed much popularity, 
the abstract figures of the moralities were associated with concrete 
personages of the national past, or types of actual contemporary 
life, and gradually gave way before them. The progress of the 
narrative will show how thus, with the aid of the transitional 
species of the chronicle history on the one hand, and of the 
interlude, in the narrower sense of the term, on the other, tragedy 
and comedy were found ready to be called into being, so soon 
as the light of classical example shone forth which had been lit by 
the enthusiasm of the renascence. 



CHAPTER II 


SECULAR INFLUEJs^CES ON THE EARLY 
ENGLISH DRAMA 

Minstrels. Village Festivals. Folk-Plays 

Before the religious origins of the English drama are specialh 
considered, certain secular influences should be noted. The fii-sl 
of these IS that of the minstrels, a heterogeneous class of composers 
and performers, drawn from several sources. 

'He theatrical history of the Roman empire is the story of 
the degradation of tragedy into pantomime, of comedy into farce, 
lie tragic actor became the pantomimus who danced first thp 
lyric portions and, finally, the whole ‘book’ of the play to an 
accompaniment of music, for the pleasure of the mL refined 
c asses; while, m place of the comedy imported from Greece the 
old Italian (Campaman) Fahula Atellana, united with the farcical 

n ^ pantomimus and mimm (the names beina- 

equally those of performer and performance) degenratod into 
sensuous displays, and performers, though their rivalries led to 

MtacuTs?!!"T of theS^tdiiire^ 

SumJCVto ‘‘■e late; 

thenn The Christian 

to exniV bnf ® “’^“ngoal and degraded population had come 

was iro^tlrof Z “PPo^Mon of the church 

cominc nf T f barbarians of the later irruptions. The 

blow to thfscotetod”!^’ rf ““‘">7, dealt the death- 

tu iiie scotched art of public amusement 

existence. The evidence a. to tl • u P'’®®®'™U8 and a wandering 
Ideiice as to their dramatic ripertaire in England 
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is very slight; but the conclusion is reasonable tliat it decreased to 
the smallest dimensions and may, in time, have come to include 
little more than imitations of beasts and of drunken or half-witted 
men, combined with displays of such indecent buffoonery and ribald 
Timings as naturally delighted the medieval population in both 
castle and village. For several reasons, however, it is almost 
necessary to suppose that these tricks were linked together by some 
sort of dramatic interest, however rude. They are more amusing 
when so treated. Dialogue was certainly among the strollers’ 
accomplishments; and so was the use of marionettes, which implies 
not only dialogue but plot. The literature of medieval Germany 
and France contains several works, such as Lq Roi ctA.uglet6TTe 
et le Jougleur dElg, and Le Gargon et VAveiigle, which seem to 
show the existence of a Tejyertoire founded more or less on mere 
farce. And, by the fourteenth century, we find in England not 
only a mention in the Tretise of miraclis pleyhige of ‘ other 
japis ’ distinct from miraclesh but a fragment of the text of the 
Interludium de Clerico et Puclla, a humorous little play, founded 
on the popular medieval story of Dame Siriz^. There is, however, 
in England scarcely a trace of anything corresponding to the 
Schemhartlaufen of the Meistersingers of ISTUrnberg, or such 
amateur organisations as the Enfants sans souei or the Basoche 
in Paris, which secured a healthy existence for farce. In the four¬ 
teenth century (1352), indeed, we find bishop Grandison of Exeter 
prohibiting a j)erformance by the youths of the city in contumeliam 
et ojyprohrium allutariorum, a satirical attack on the cloth-dressers’ 
guild, who had been charging too high for their wares. But, for 
the most part, the early liistory of the comic element in secular 
drama in England is dark. It appears to have remained in the 
hands of the descendant of the ribald mimus, and seldom, if ever, 
to have achieved the honour of association with his betters. Until 
its appearance in literature in the work of John Hey wood, its 
existence in England can only be inferred Nevertheless, merely 
for preserving its existence, however rudely, the deserves 

our gratitude. Wlien English drama became secularised, the 
interlude found at least some sort of criticism of social types and 
of the actual world on which to work. 

Another stream of tradition, affecting mainly the serious, as 
distinct from the comic, side of his r^ertoire, contributed to the 
formation of the medieval entertainer. This flowed from the 
minstrels, who were in England some centuries before the spread 

1 Chambers, Mediaeval Stage, vol. i, p. 84, * Cf. ante, vol. i, pp. 365—6, 
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of Latin civilisation opened tbe country to invasion by mimi 
as well as by ecclesiastics. Wiieii the bard emerged from the 
communal singing of pagan races it is impossible to say; but 
the state of war for which, in their migrations westward, they 
exchanged their pastoral life brought into existence a class of 
heroes, and the existence of heroes accounts for the singing of 
cantilenae to celebrate their exploits. By the fifth century, there 
is plenty of evidence of the existence of a class of professional 
singers attached to the courts of great leaders. Such a singer was 
not despised, like the mimus and the joculator, his successors, but 
honoured, an owner of land and gold, the professional representa¬ 
tive of an art in which his master himself was not ashamed to be 
his rival. Such a scop or minstrel was Widsith^, who was both 
attached to a leader’s court and allowed to wander abroad. Tlie 
complaint of Deor and the feast in Hrothgar’s hall in Beowulf 
give other pictures of the Teutonic minstrel’s life. The duty of 
such a minstrel was to sing to the harp the praises of his lord and 
the delights of war, and, under the names of scop and gleeman^, 
he was a prominent figure in unconverted England In converted 
England, the ecclesiastic, as a man, encouraged this minstrelsy; as 
an official, he discouraged it; and, from the eighth to the eleventh 
centuries, its history is obscure. During these centuries began 
the gradual assimilation of Teutonic and Latin entertainer, of 
scop and mimus. During the same centuries in France, there 
grew up the distinction between the Norman trouveres, or minstrels 
of war, and the Provencal troubadours, who sang in the south their 
songs of love. The Norman conquest opened up England still 
further, not only to the trouveres or jongleurs, the Taillefers 
and Ralieres who brought honour and glory to the exploits of 
feudal lords, but to eiitei*tainers of all kinds, from respectable 
musicians and reciters to the juggling, tumbling rogues who 
haunted the highways of Europe. Under this invasion, the English 
minstrel sank yet lower. He was forced to appeal, not to the 
great ones of the land, whose language he did not speak, but to 
the down-trodden of his ovm race; and the assimilation with the 
vagabond mime must be supposed to have become more complete. 
In the eyes of the church, at any rate, the confusion between the 
higher and the lower class of minstrel was always an accomplished 

^ See vol. I of the present work, chaps, i and iir, and Chambers, vol. i, pp. 28 _ 30 . 

» Scop=maker; gleeman=:the man of glee or mirth; but, originally’at any rate, 
the two terms were interchangeable and do not imply the separation into a higher and 

lower class of minstrel which will be seen later. 




drama. In England, it was not so. There is, indeed, some slight 
evidence that minstrels, to some extent, took np the composition 
and performance of religious plays h For the most part, however, 
their share appears to have been limited to supplying the music and, 
occasionally, some comic relief, in the later days when tomi, parish or 
guild had taken over from the church the production of the miracle. 

When, therefore, we look for the influence of the minstrel on 
the formation of the English drama, we find it to be, at any rate 
until the fifteenth century, of the very slightest Tlie superior 
class, whose art descended from that of scop and trouvh^e, may 
have prepared the ground for the morality by the composition, if 
not the recitation by two mouths, of estrifs in dialogue form. 
The lower class may have been of service in two ways; first, by 
their preservation of the art of the puppet-show® or ‘motion,’ 
though, even here, during the later period, when a dramatic 

^ Ward, vol. i, p. 50. 

® On the subject of mariormettes see Magnin, Ch., Hisloire des Marionnettes (2nd 
edition, 1802), especially Books 11 and VI, 
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literature for puppets can be distinctly traced and tlie nascent 
secular drama was ripe for its influence, that art appears to have 
been chiefly practised by new-comers from the continent; and, 
secondly, by their relation, noted above, to the art of farce. But, 
perhaps, the most genuine service performed by both classes up to 
the fifteenth century was nothing more than that of keeping alive 
the desire to be amused; while, in the case of the lower class, we 
may add to this the fact that they did consistently carry on, no 
matter how poorly, the practice which lies at the root of dramatic 
art and of the pleasure to be gained from it—that of pretending to 
be someone or something else. 

By the fifteenth century, religious drama had passed out of 
the hands of the church into those of the amateur performers 
of town or guild. Moreover, the stimulus given to the love of 
dramatic performances had resulted in the birth of the interlude— 
the short play, sometimes religious, but usually moral, in character, 
which could be played in the banqueting hall of the noble or in 
the market place or village green by a few players, and without 
the expensive and elaborate machinery of the miracle. The 
popularity and ease of preparation of the interlude soon induced 
its amateur performers to extend a practice not unknown in the 
case of miracles, and take it ‘on tour,’ as we should say now, from 
town to town and village to village. The minstrels had already 
suffered, not only from the invention of printing, which left them 
no longer the sole repositories of story and poem, but from the 
increasing command of literature by the amateur (knight or 
tradesman) which followed the development of the English language. 
The poaching on their preserves of the amateur interlude player 
spurred them to double action. In the first place, they con¬ 
solidated their formation into guilds. A charter of Edward IV 
(1469)1—after reciting that certain ‘rude rustics and artificers’ 
were pretending to be minstrels and neglecting their business, to go 
about the country, levying heavy exactions on the lieges—orders 
all minstrels to join the guild on pain of suppression; and this guild 
still exists in the corporation of the Musicians of London. In the 
second place, they took the wind out of the sails of the amateurs 
by becoming interlude players themselves. They are found doim^ 
this probably so early as 1427^; and it was not long before the 
greater convenience of hiring professional players than of training- 
amateurs began to make itself felt—not to mention the element ol* 

^ in Chambers, vol. II, Appendix F, pp. 260—1. 

Ejmer, Foedero, vol. X, p. 887.^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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farce, which the minstrels had kept alive and were ready and able 
to contribute to the attractions of the show. While the great towns 
continued to produce miracle-plays by means of their craft-guilds, 
smaller places and private houses depended on the transformed 
minstrels. They are found attached to the establishments ol 
nobles by the middle of the fifteenth century, and Henry VII 
and his successors kept their own companies. Under Elizabeth, 
they, in their turn, made way before, or were incorporated into, 
the professional actors of the new dramal 

The history of the other influence on our early drama with which 
this chapter has to deal belongs in a large measure to the study of 
folk-lore^. The pagan festivals of summer and winter which had, 
or came to have, the object of securing by ritual observance 
plenteous crops and fruitful herds, had, also, a side wdiich explains 
what influence they may have had on the di-ama—the holiday mood, 
the desire for the exercise of activity purely for the pleasure in it, 
to which we give the name of play. The churl who would not 
play on festival days w^as, from immemorial times, the object of 
the holiday-makers’ dislike and rough treatment. 

At the same time, the ritual itself came to include many 
elements—disguise, combat, procession, dance, song, action— 
which, arising from whatever symbolical and ritual origins, lent 
themselves easily to the spirit of play, and approximated to the 
acted drama. It is not possible, of course, to trace any such direct 
road from village festival to drama in England as in Greece; but a 
certain connection, besides the mere fostering of the spirit of play, 
is to be observed between the early drama and pagan observance, 
wholly or partly or not at all absorbed by Christianity. 

On the literary side, the connection is very slight. The folk 
had their cantilenae, or songs celebrating mythological or historical 
heroes®; but epic poetry owes more to these than does the dmma. 
The people had, also, their festival songs, sung in procession or during 
the dance round the sacred fire or tree, of which Swmer is i-mme'ii 
in is a sophisticated remnant^; and in these songs the growth of 
the amoebaean form shown in the existence of the burden® implies 

>See voL vi, ebap. x below. 

* For a fuller treatment of tbe subject of early village festivals and their develop¬ 
ment, from the point of view both of the student of folk-lore and the historian of the 
stage, see Chambers, vol. I, pp. 89 2. 

® Ten Brink, History of English Literatwe, vol. i, p. 148; Chambers, vol. i, p- 26. 

* Ante, vol. I, pp. 360—1. 

® Cliambers and Sidgwick, Early i-Juglish Lyrics. 
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the same seed of drama which grew in Greece to the pre- 
Aeschylean tragedy, with its protagonist and chorus, but had no 
corresponding development in England. 

The influence, or the remnants, of cantilenae may, indeed, be 
traced in certain later growths, like the mummers’ play and the 
Hock-Tuesday play, to which we shall return; but folk-song, either 
heroic or pastoral, may be held to have been practically without 
effect on the main stream of English drama. A more valid in¬ 
fluence is to be traced from the dances, combats and ritual actions 
of village-festivals. Writers on folk-lore point out that such 
games as football and hockey descend from the struggles for the 
possession of the head of the sacrificial victim, and the tradition 
still survives in special varieties, such as the ‘Haxey-hood ’ contest 
at Haxey in Lincolnshire. They point out, also, that disguise has 
its origin in the clothing of leaves and flowers or of the skin or 
head of the sacrificed animal, with which the worshipper made him¬ 
self 'a garment of the god,’ thus bringing himself into the closest 
possible contact with the spirit of fertilisation. The maypole, 
which was a common feature of every green in England till the 
Rebellion, and enjoyed a shadow of its former glory after the 
Restoration, stands for the sacred tree, and the dance round it for 
the ritual dance of the pagan worshipper, just as some children’s 
games, like ‘Oranges and Lemons,’ enshrine the memory of the 
sacrifice and of the succeeding struggle for possession of the victim’s 
head. In some instances, folk-observances have growm into some¬ 
thing like plays, or have affected plays drawn from other sources; 
and of these a few words must now be said. 

In the form in which its scanty remnants have reached us, the 
folk-play has mainly been affected by humanist learning through 
the hands of the local scholar. A play—at least a performance 
consisting of ‘actionz and rymez’—wliich appears to have com¬ 
paratively or entirely escaped that kind of improvement, was the 
‘ olid storiall sheaw’ of the Hock-Tuesday play at Coventry. Our 
knowledge of it is chiefly derived from the description in Robert 
Lanehams letter to his friend Humfrey Martin, mercer, of London, 
describing the festivities before Elizabeth at Kenilworth in 1575, 
during which the play was revived^ We there read that it was 
‘ for pastime woont too bee plaid yeerely ’ • that it 

had an auttcientbeginning,andalongcontinuauns: tyll noow of late laid dooun, 
they knu no eaux why, onleas it wear by the zeal of certain theyr Preacherz. 

^ Reprinted by FnrniTall for the Ballad Society in 1871. The reprint, with additional 
notes, is included in The Shakespeare Library, 1908. Seepp. 26—28,31,32, of that edition. 
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Its argument, according to Lanelmm, was: liow the English under 
Huna defeated the Danes and rid the realm of them in the reign of 
Ethelred on St Brice’s night (13 November 1002—he gives the date 
in error as 1012). Rous^ ascribed to it another origin, the sudden 
death of Hardicaniite, and the suspicion of his having been poisoned 
at a wedding, together with the delivery of England from the Danes 
at the accession of Edward the Confessor in 1042. Both explaiia- 
tions are held by some to be later substitutes for the real origin, 
which, in their opinion, was the immemorial folk-custom of obtain¬ 
ing by force a victim for the sacrifice. Hocktide—the Monday and 
Tuesday after the second Sunday after Easter—has parallel customs 
in other parts of the country, in which the women ‘hocked’ the 
men (caught and bound them with ropes), or vice versa, or strangers 
or natives were whipped or ‘ heaved.’ Women acted prominently 
on the offensive in these customs, and they did the same in the 
liock-Tuesday Coventry play. First of all, the Danish ‘launs- 
knights’ and the English, armed with alder poles, entered on 
horseback and fought together j then followed the foot and, after 
manoeuvring, engaged. 

Twise the Danes had the better; but at the last conflict, beaten, doun, 
overcom, and many led captive for triumph by our English weemen. 

It is possible that the combat for the victim’s head referred to 
above may have had some influence on the game; and the 
evolutions of the footsoldiers in ranks, squadrons, triangles, ‘fi’om 
that intoo rings, and so winding oout again’ may be connected 
with the sword-dance, mentioned below. It seems clear, however, 
that this was a genuine folk-play; and it is suggested^ that ‘the 
rymez’ had been worked up from local cantilenae of the folk. The 
Hock-Tuesday play, as we have seen, was only a revival in the 
early days of Elizabeth, and it is not heard of afterwards. 

Another folk-custom, out of which grew a play of more im¬ 
portance than the Hock-Tuesday play, was the sword-dance. This 
dance seems to have had its ritual origin in the primitive 
expulsion of Death or Winter, the death and resurrection of 
Summer, or in that conflict between Winter and Summer which, on 
the literary side, was also the origin of many dChats and estrifs. 
It was, moreover, a natural mode of play for warlike peoples. 
Like all dancing, it became mimetic in character. Its chief per¬ 
sonages are the fool, who wears the skin of a fox or some other 
animal, and the ‘Bessy,’ a man dressed in woman’s clothes—figures 

HistoriaRegum Angliae 1Q5, 106. 

® Cliambers, vol. n, p. 155. 
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in wliicli folk-lore finds the survival of the ritual of agricultural 
worship. One of its oif-shoots in England is held to be the morris- 
dance, which, however, in Robin Hood (who sometimes appears) 
and in Maid Marian (who always does) has drawn to itself features 
of other celebrations to be mentioned later. The points of interest 
in the sword-dance, for our present purpose, are its use of rimed 
speeches to introduce the characters, and its development into 
the mummers’ or St George play, still to be seen in many rural 
districts of the British Isles. 

Some types of sword-dance still or recently extant, mainly in 
the north of England, have many more characters than the fool or 
‘ BessyIn one case at least, that of the Shetland dance, they 
include the ‘seven Champions of Christendom.’ It is possible that 
their names only superseded those of earlier national heroes, and 
that the verses introducing the characters in the dance are, in 
fact, the remains of the folk cantilenae which have been mentioned 
before. In several of the extant sword-dances in Britain and on 
the continent, one of the dancers is, in different manners, attacked 
or killed, or, perhaps, merely symbolically surrounded or approached, 
mth the swords; and this feature, which enshrines the memory of 
the sacrifice, becomes the principal point of action in the mummers’ 
or St George plays which developed from the sword-dance. In 
these, the dance has developed into a play. Amid a bewildering 
variety of nomenclature and detail, the invariable incident of the 
death and restoration to life of one of the characters is the point 
upon which has been based the descent of tliis play from pagan 
festivals celebrating the death and resurrection of the year. The 
fact that this play is nowadays usually performed at Christmas¬ 
time is largely due to a well-known shifting of the seasons of 
festivals, due to the fixing of the Christian ecclesiastical feasts. 

Analysis of the many varieties knoivn would extend this 
chapter unduly^, and it must be our task rather to point out 
what is common to all. A transition stage between the sword- 
dance and the play^ may be noticed in the performance of the 
plow boys or morris dancers’ at Revesby in Lincolnshire, pro¬ 
bably on Plough Monday (the Monday after Twelfth Night) 
S quarter of the eighteenth century®, and several 

riough Monday performances in the eastern midlands. These 
have retained their original season—that of the resumption of 


The mo ley crew are collected by Chambers, vol. ii, pp. 193. 194. 

I p ^-eterred to Chambers, vol. ii, pp. 208 ff. and to Ordish. 

irmted by Manly, Sjiecimais of the Pre-Shakespearean Drama, vol. i. p. 296. 
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agricultural work after winter, and tliey are entirely unaffected 
by heroic influences. In both, the characters are the traditional 
grotesques of village festivals—the fool and the Hobby-horse, 
who represent worshippers disguised in skins of beasts, and 
the ‘Bessy,’ the woman or man dressed in woman’s clothes. The 
latter custom is recorded as obtaining among the Germans by 
Tacitus. Some of the eastern midlands performances introduce 
farm-labourers. In both there is much dancing; at Revesby, the 
fool, and, in the eastern midlands the old woman, Dame Jane, 
are killed and brought to life again. 

The mummers’ plays show another stage of advance. In them, 
the central incident is still the killing and restoring to life of one 
of the characters, and there is still enough dancing to show their 
descent from the sword-dance. First, the characters are intro¬ 
duced in a speech; then comes the drama, in which each personage 
has his own introductory announcement; and the whole winds up 
with the entrance of subsidiary characters, more dancing and the 
inevitable collection—in itself a survival of hoary antiquity. The 
old grotesques of the village festival are mainly relegated to the 
third part of the performance; and the principal characters, pre¬ 
sented under almost infinite variety of manner and style, are a 
hero, his chief opponent and the (usually comic) doctor. The hero 
sometimes kills and sometimes is killed by his opponent; in either 
case, the doctor comes to restore the dead man to life. The name 
of the hero is almost always saint, king, or prince George; the 
chief opponent is divisible into two types: the Turkish knight, 
who sometimes has a black face, and a kind of capitano or 
blustering BobadilL There is also a large variety of subsidiary 
fighters. The grotesques of the sword-dance, now pushed away 
into the third part of the performance, include such figures as the 
fool, or the Beelzebub, who, perhaps, are the same person under 
different names, the ‘Bessy’ and the Hobby-horse. Sometimes, 
these figures are allowed a subordinate position in the drama 
itself. 

The presence of St George (for king and prince George may be 
regarded as Hanoverian ‘ improvements ’) implies the influence of 
heroic legend and literature. It is very seldom that anything more 
than a passing reference to the exploits of the saint is found in 
the mummers’ play; and, though the dragon appears here and 
there, the contest with him is never the main point of the action. 
How St George came into the story at all is a matter of some 
obscurity. He was, undoubtedly, the patron saint of England. 
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His day, 23 April, was a day on which processions or ‘ridings’ in 
his houour~in which the representations of his defeat of the 
dragon had replaced, perhaps, the earlier subject of the victory of 
summer over winter—were organised by the guilds of St George 
in many parts of England. These ‘ridings,’ which lasted even as 
late as the eighteenth century^ were dumb shows or pao-eants 
rather than plays; but cases are known^ of religious dramas on 
the subject. It is possible that the sword-dance, in its development 
into the mummers’ play, was influenced by these ‘ ridings ’ and bv 
the miracle-plays. On the other hand, the name of St Geor^-e 
may have come into them by way of Eichard Johnson’s MistoTy 
of the Seven Champions, first published in 1596—7. In either 
case, the introduction of this character has modified the popular 
cantilenae which formed the basis of the rude dialogue accompanv- 
ing the symbolical representation. ^ 

« ^ instance of folk-festivals turned into plays and modi- 

hed by the introduction of principal characters of later date is 
the development of the May-game into the Robin Hood play, 
hrom the earliest times, dance and song had celebrated the 
coming of spring; and we have seen the elements of drama in 
the amoebaean form of the reverdies as well as in the use of the 
cantde'nae. In France, a direct descent can be traced from the 
ef the folk to the plays of Adam de la Halle; the lack 

witwlti*"!^^ corresponding deduction impossible 
^ g 1 o English drama. But it is known that, both in 
spring or summer and in autumn, a ‘king,’ or ‘queen’ or both 
w^e appointed leaders of the revel; and the Millie 
Wtotsun Pastorals ’ to which Perdita in The Winter’s Tah (act iv 
sa 4) hkens her play with the flowers-was protested agahist by 
the cler^ as early as tlie thirteenth century. ^ 

^ The influence of the May-game on the drama may be traced 

JonsoJs W Cbapman-s Jfay Ilaj, and 

Jonsons Sad Shepherd; but it achieves its highest importance 

mnstrels. In France Rohm, as we see from de la Halle's plays, 
mi.f ** of the shepherd lover, and Marion of his 

Ztod 1 y these names were brought to 

ph by the sixteenth 

tury, Eobm became confused with the Robin Hood (or 

2 'riding' at Norwich see Chambers, vol. i p 222 

= By oLX.fTfp°p. f;; “‘■““ter., Appento W, vol. n! p. 333.' 



Robin Hood Plays 


Wood) ^who ^first appears in Fkr% the Plowman, but who, 
before this time, been a popular hero > 
leing purely fictitious, or, perhaps, nothir 


the earliest ballads j the May-game king and queen were now the 
central figures of a story, in which subsidiary characters—Friar 
Tuck, Little John, the sheriff of Nottingham and others—found 
their places; and the old May-game—^probably consisting merely 
of dances, processional or circular, with the inevitable or 

collection, still maintained by small boys who go a-maying in the 


^ XJLVUU. 

and the sheriff of Nottingham. A fragment of such a play dating 
from the Meenth century is extant^. And the Garrick collection 
in the British Museum includes a ‘mery geste’ of Robin Hood, 
wyth a newe playe for to be played in Maye games’ printed 



Haughton’s Rohen hood's penerthes^ and other lost plays, as well 
as in Peele s EdwaTd I, Greene s Gcovye a Gve&ne—the Pi/nnoT oy 
Wahejield and the anonymous Looh About You,, After the 
Restoration, he is to be found in Robin Mood and his Crew of 
SoldieTS (1661). At least four other Robin Hood plays or operas 
are noticed in PiogTaphia DTamatica, and a recent production 
in London proves that the public is not yet tired of the old story. 
More important, however, than the actual subject is the fact that 
Robin Hood, whatever his origin, became a national hero, and, as 
such, was celebrated in the drama. The new national spirit 
awakened in the days of Elizabeth was destined to extend this 
narrow field into the spacious domain of the chronicle play. 


) Gairdner’s edition, vol. m, p. 89. “ Manly, vol. i, p. 279. 

3 Fumivall’s Laneftanj.’* ietJer, pp. li, liii, liv. 

4 See Chambers, vol. i, p. 181, vol. n, pp. 335, 336, and references. 

® Greg’s Ilenslowe’i Diai-y, Part i, pp. 83, 84. « Ibid, pp, 124, 125. 



CHAPTER III 


THE EARLY PtELIGIOUS DRAMA 

Miracle-plays and Moralities 

The growth of the medieval religious drama pursued the same 
course in England as in the other countries of Europe joined 
together in spiritual unity through the domination of the Roman 
Catholic church. Everywhere, we may follow the same process, 
and note how, from about the tenth century, the production in 
churches of a certain species of alternating songs is combined 
with a sort of theatrical staging; how, simultaneously with the 
progi’ess of this staging, the texts of the songs were enlarged by 
free poetical additions, till, finally, a separation of these stage per¬ 
formances from their original connection with religious service 
took place, and they were shifted from the church into the open air. 

Most of the literary monuments that enable us to reconstruct 
the gradual rise of the Christian drama are of German or 
French origin; but England, too, furnishes us with several such 
monuments representing the earliest stage of the growth in 
question. One of special importance is Concordia Regularis, 
which contains rules for divine service in English monasteries, and 
which was composed during the reign of Edgar (959—975).’ In 
this, we have the oldest extant example in European literature of 
the theatrical recital of an alternating song in churcL These 
rules prescribe that, during service in the night before Easter, 
an alternating song between the three vromen approaching the 
grave, and the angel watching on it, shall be recited; the monk 
who sings the words of the angel is to take his seat, clad in an 
alb and with a palm-twig in his hand, in a place representing 
the tomb; three other monks, w^earing hooded capes and with 
censers in their hands, are to approach the tomb at a slow pace, as 
if in quest of something. Tliis alternating song was composed at 
St Gallon about the year 900 and was intended to be sung during 
mass on Easter morning^; the statement as to its theatricM 

^ The original is as follows : 

Quern quaeritis in sepulchro, o Ghriaticolaef 
Return Nazarenum crxtcijixuni, 0 caelicolae. 

Non ett hie, auirexit, sicut praedixerat. Ite, nuntiate, quia surrexit de sepulchro. 
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production can hardly be a fiction that originoted at St Gallen, or 
Ekkehard, the historian of that monaster}’, who generally gives 
detailed reports of such matters, would surely not have failed to 
mention it. But the custom, undoubtedly, is of continental origin; 
in the preface to Concordia Regular is, it is expressly stated 
that customs of outlandish monasteries, such as Fleury-sur-Loire 
and Ghent, served as models for the present composition; and, in 
the description of the ceremonies at the place which is to represent 
the tomb, reference is made to a commendable practice of 
priests in some monasteries who ‘had introduced this custom, in 
order to fortify the unlearned people in their faith.’ These words 
also reveal to us the original purpose of Christian drama: it was 
to be a sort of living picture-book; the people, ignorant of Latin, 
were to perceive by sight what was inaccessible to the ear. For 
this reason, also, the tendency to place the whole action visibly 
before the eyes of the spectator, to leave nothing to be done behind 
the scenes or told by messengers, prevailed in medieval drama 
fimm the very beginning. Thus, the chief difference between 
ancient classical and modern romantic drama manifests itself 
in the first stage of medieval drama. 

That the theatrical development of Easter celebrations in 
England did not stop short at this initial stage is proved by several 
MSS, more especially by one of the fourteenth centmy, and of 
Sarum origin, where the scene is enlarged by various additions, 
including a representation of the race to the tomb run by Peter 
and John {St Jolin xx, 4). Nor can it be doubted that, in England 
as on the continent, a drama on Christ’s birth and childhood 
gradually shaped itself out of the Christmas service, where the 
dramatic development likewise began with an alternating song; 
thus, e.g., the tin crowns, mentioned in an inventory of Salisbury 
cathedral, drawn up in 1222, were evidently for the use of the 
magi at the crib of Bethlehem. 

Another species of Latin church drama consisted of the plays 
acted by pupils in monastery schools in honour of their patron 
saints. The younger pupils honoured as their patron St Nicholas, 
whose cult, after the transportation of his body from Asia Minor to 
Bari in 1087, spread over all Europe, and of whom legends told 
how, on one occasion, he restored to life three convent pupils put 
to death for the sake of their money. The patron of older pupils 
was St Catharine of Alexandria, who had been victorious in 
disputes against heathen philosophers. The best evidence of the 
existence of these plays is, again, furnished from England. About 



38 The Early Religious Drama 

the year 1110, Godefroy of Le Mans, a Frenchman, headmaster of 
the monastery school at Dunstable, caused his pupils to perform 
a play on St Catharine; as costumes for the players, he borrowed 
church robes from the abbey of St Albans, to which the school 
belonged. As it chanced that, on the following night these 
robes were burnt in his lodgings, Godefroy-so Matthew Paris 
tells us—offered himself in compensation and entered the monas¬ 
tery as a monk. But the most remarkable of ail school di-amas 
are those composed by Hilarius, a pupil of Abelard, about 1125. 
Hilarius, probably, was an Englishman, for a large proportion of 
his Terses are addressed to English persons; at all events he is 
the first definite personality in the way of a dramatic autho’r who 
crosses the student’s path. In the collection of his poems, worldly 
merriment and loose libertinism are apparent, together with all 
the enchanting melody characteristic of the songs of vagrant clerks 
This collection contains three small religious dramas, two of which 
belong to the Christmas-and Easter-cycles, respectively ; the third 
IS a half-humorous play about St Nicholas, who helps a 
dw to recover a treasure stolen from him. In this play the 
poet intersperses his Latin verses with French. 

^ The often-quoted mention by William Fitzstephen of relio-ious 
p ays in London may also, possibly, relate to performances in Latin 
Fitzstephen observes, in his Life of Thomas Bechet (c. 1180), that 
London, instead of the spectacula theatralia acted in Rome 
possesses other, holier, plays—representations of miracles wi’ought 
by holy confessors, or of the tribulations in which the con- 
stancy of martyrs splendidly manifested itself. It is, however 
possible that performances in Anglo-Norman are here intended* 
or we see that in France, too, after the vernacular language 
had^taken possession of the drama, subjects from legends of the 
samts^were preferred to Scriptural themes. It is weU worth note 

dramatised martyria, 
prominent place in the rehgious repertoire of the 

those r ^onld seem that chiefly 

death X. wrought after their 

deaA when nvoked by their faithful worshippers. In any case, 

and frT the Nicholas plays are of this sort 

and, m France, the application of the word ^miracle’ as a 

f restricted to plays treating of 

^* in England, it assumed a more 

c 1190 Znir^'- T 'v Lichfield cathedral, 

c. 1190, mention is made of repraesentatio miraculorum in node 
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P cischae ; and bishop Grosseteste, likewise, seems to use the word 
ill a more general sense, when ordering, in 1244, the suppression 
of miraeula in the diocese of Lincoln. 

The use of the vernacular as the language of religious drama 
was not brought about in England by any process analogous to 
that observable in continental countries. For the normal develop¬ 
ment of the English language was interrupted by the Norman 
conquest, in consequence of which the chief offices in bishoprics 
and abbeys were occupied by men of foreign origin. Thus it 
happened that the oldest vernacular dramas written in England 
belong not to English, but to French, literary history: the play 
of Adam and the play of the Resurrection, the oldest two 
dramatic poems in the French language, were, according to general 
opinion, composed in England in the twelfth century. Only a 
very small number of di’amatic works and accounts of performances 
have been preserved belonging to the long period which begins 
with the introduction of the vernacular into medieval drama and 
ends at the point at which it had reached its height—that is, 
from about 1200 to 1400—iii England, as well as in Germany 
and France. The material is insufficient for reconstructing the 
process of growth, and the historian must needs limit his task 
to that of a mere recorder. Later monuments, however, suffice 
to indicate how, in this domain too, the native English element 
regained its superiority. A remarkable document has been dis¬ 
covered recently at Shrewsbury, which shows how, in English 
literature also, the vernacular drama was prepared by the insertion 
of vernacular verses in Latin songs. The MS, written in a 
northern dialect, is not a complete play, but consists of three 
parts written out in full in both English and Latin, with the 
respective cues: namely, the part of one of the three Maries at 
the tomb, the part, of a shepherd at Clnist’s nativity and the part 
of a disciple on the way to Emmaus. The English words para¬ 
phrase the Latin by which they are preceded; but they are not, 
like the Latin, provided with musical notes. As the vernacular 
found ite way into Latin texts, declamation simultaneously took 
its place by the side of song, which, till then, had been the only 
form in use. Here, we observe a remarkable analogy to the Easter 
play of Treves, which represents the same transitional stage in the 
history of the German drama. 

The earliest purely English drama known to us (if ten Brink’s 
date be right) was a play on Jacob and now only 

preserved as part of one of the large collections of mysteries of 
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tlie fifteenth century, the Toimieley Mysteries, where it is dis¬ 
tinguished from its surroundings by its short, detached manner 
of representing facts, as well as by the simplicity of its versi¬ 
fication (short riming couplets). It is possible that this play, 
in its original connection, belonged to a series of prophetical 
plays: that is to say, plays in which some of the chief passages from 
Old Testament history are selected in chronological order, and 
which were produced in the Christmas season, with the intention 
of showing forth the birth of Christ as the fulfilment and con¬ 
clusion of the whole process of historical evolution preceding it. 

Hereupon, however, the tendency manifested itself to compose 
in English, too, legendary narratives of miracles, besides Bible 
stories. We met with early instances of this in the period immedi¬ 
ately after the Norman conquest; and the custom was specially 
fostered by the increasing cult of the Virgin Mary in the Roman 
Catholic churcL Ever since the great religious movement of the 
eleventh century, we find in all European literatures a multitude 
of miraculous stories, which relate how those who devote them¬ 
selves to the service of Mary are aided by her in seasons of 
oppression and peril, and how her protection is not denied even 
to wrongdoers and criminals, if they but show her the reverence 
which is her due. Dramatic handlings of the miracles of Mary 
are particularly frequent in French literature, where an example 
occurs so far back as the thirteenth century; and, in a MS dating 
from the beginning of the fifteenth century, no less than forty 
of these plays are preserved. Events which have, originally, nothing 
to do with the legend of Mary are here, also, represented in dramatic 
form: thus, for instance, the story of Bertha, mother of Charle- 
mape, is fitted into this cycle by the single link of the heroine’s 
losing her way in a wood, where the Mother of God appears to her 
and consoles her. Such plays were probably known and popular 
in England also, though only one possible specimen of this group is 
now extant In a parchment roll of the fourteenth century, 
a single part belonging to a drama in the east midland 
dialect has been preserved: that of a duke Moraud. It is still 
recognisable that this drama was based on a story widely spread 
in medieval literature: that of a daughter who lived in incest 
with her father and, to keep the crime secret, murdered her child 
and her mother; whereupon, the father repenting of his sin she 
murdered him also, but, shortly afterwards, fell herself into a state 
of deep contrition, confessed her crimes with tears and died a re¬ 
pentant sinner. This story was certainly quite suitable for dramatic 
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treatment after tlie manner of the miracles of Mary; though this 
cannot be said to be satisfactorily proved by the one part pre¬ 
served, that of the father. From the first words, addressed by the 
duke to the sjDectators, we learn that the play was produced for 
payment, within an enclosed space (‘fold’)—whether by the 
members of some brotherhood, as was usually the case with French 
miracles, is not evident. 

A remarkable proof of the widespread popularity of religious 
plays at this period is furnished by the Manuel des Pecldez by 
William of Wadington, composed, probably, about the end of 
the thirteenth century, and translated into English out of the 
author’s clumsy Anglo-FTorman as early as 1303 . William of 
Wadington finds no fault with the representation in churches 
of Christ’s burial and resurrection, for this promotes piety; but 
he most energetically censures the foolish clergy who, dressed up 
in masks and provided with borrowed horses and armour, perform 
in the streets and churchyards plays of the sort generally called 
miracles. About the beginning of the thirteenth century we meet 
with an account of such a performance in St John’s churchyard at 
Beverley, where the resurrection, ‘according to traditional custom, 
was acted in word and gesture by people in disguise.’ The per¬ 
formance, perhaps, took place in English; at least, we are told 
that boys climbed up into the triforium gallery of the church, in 
order better to see the action and hear the dialogue from the height 
of the windows ; on which occasion, one boy fell down into the 
church and was saved by a miracle. A poem on Christ’s descent 
to hell, from the middle of the thirteenth century {The Har¬ 
rowing of Hell), which has often been called the oldest English 
drama, does not, in reality, belong to this species; it is, for the most 
part, in dialogue; but, in the beginning, the author says : ‘A strif 
will I tellen on. Of Jesu and of Satan’ 5 and, at the end, he likeudse 
speaks in his own person. Evidently, the poem was intended to be 
delivered, with changes of voice, by a professional reciter—an art 
that had been brought to great perfection by the wandering 
jongleurs. ® 

From the last period of the Middle Ages—otherwise than for 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries—we have an abundance 
of texts and documentary statements. We can perceive how, at 
this time, in England, just as in Germany and France, the giWt 
advance of toAvn life caused religious drama like'ndse to progress 
with increasing vigour, the plays constantly assuming larger 
dimensions. Historians of literature, from Dodsley onwards, 
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usually call these large dramas of the late Middle Ages by the 
name, given them in France, ‘mysteries’; whereas, in Eno-land 
the simple word ‘play’ was generally used. The treatent of 
tacts from Bible story is much the same in England and in other 
countries; additions, intended either to adorn the argument 
poetically or to furnish the actions of the dmmatzs personae with 
a psychological foundation, are here, as elsewhere, not of the author’s 
own invention, but are taken over from ecclesiastical literature for 
the most part from the works of contemplative theologians absorbed 

L“m T’' ‘he passion, the pains of 

the Blessed Virgin, or from the sermons of enthusiastic preachers 
whose bnilimt imagination, in its lofty flight, brought before their 
audience aii the .Afferent stages of our Lord’s life a'nd 

i-hus, in the lori Mysteries, use is made of one of the most 
famous works of coiitempiatire literature, the Meditations of 
St Bonaventura ; from this source, for instance, are borrowed the 
folloiving details: Joseph, at Ciirist's birth, observes how the ox 
and the a® press close to the crib in which the Child lies in order 
to protect It by their warm breatli from the cold; and Mary adores 
the new-born as Father and Son. Some decorative Idchtfor 
too, can be traced back to tlie works of medieval Bihlp nn ’ 
mmtators-aboye all, to the most erudite and famous work of tiffs' 

Sa^tiw f o' appetlce 

sur^Lndfd f it bJ her name 

rreMo^of Ih n™” f^adly sins, is founded on Lyra’ foto: 
pretation of the words in the Gospel of St Marie fwi qi 

seven devUs driven out of her bv Jesn, A? iT .‘o 
John tells us (-viii 71 I,L t the Gospel of St 

brought before Him wrote ^t®’’ the adulteress had been 

round, burduri i tee ;riO„“dL"^ ^'T 

‘He that is without siramoti you fot ll'« ” : 

at her,’ whereat thp apr-Ux ^ F ’ ^ stone 

explains that Christ had writte^”t1 ‘‘“other, Lyra 

the sand; and thL ellZbo i" 

the mysteries. Some o^iv' followed by the authors of 

Gospels. Thus for instance apocryphal 

in Pilate’s house how of themso/^® the standards 

this way, many Christ In 

be acco;nted"for“u 

supposition that English poets ^ explained by the 

matter of fact these coiniw ? as a 

the identity of intellectual ali°* either accidental or due to 
7 mtellectiial aliment and conformity of religious 
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thought throughout the whole of society in the Middle Ages. 
Only in the case of several purely theatrical effects can it be 
supposed that they came over from France, where the art of stage 
management was more developed than anywhere else. 

On the whole, however, in considering these mysteries, we 
cannot escape the impression that, neither in Germany nor ni 
France and England, were the later Middle Ages a period of 
great poetical splendour. True, in England, authors of mysteries 
attach a great value to artistic metrical form; so early as the 
miracle of duke Moraud, manifold and comxfficated forms of 
stanzas are used; but this is an artistic embellishment which is not 
necessarily advantageous to the vivid interchange of dramatic 
speech. It would, however, be unjust to judge these plays alto¬ 
gether from a literary standard. The authors, apparently, had 
scarcely any other intention than, by recasting traditional materials 
from their narrative form into a dramatic mould, to make 
concrete representation possible; they had but little thought of 
their productions as procuring literary enjoyment by reading. 
Only once is any reference made in any English play to a reader: 
namely, in a play on the lowering of Christ from the cross, 
intended for performance on Good Friday and, therefore, pre¬ 
serving a more severe style. It was composed about the middle 
of the* fifteenth century; but, in the MS, which dates from the 
beginning of the sixteenth century, the play is preceded by a pro¬ 
logue, exhorting pious souls to read the tract ensuing. It is equally 
characteristic that, in England, during the whole of this period, no 
authors of religious dramas are known by name, and that not a 
single play appears to have been printed. 

In England, as everywhere, it is in comic scenes that winters 
of mysteries are most original. Here, of course, they could 
not borrow anything from theological authors, and they moved in 
a domain much more appropriate to the spirit of the later Middle 
Ages than the tragical. If, in the fragmentary remains of the 
English religious drama of earlier times, the element of burlesque 
is entirely missing, this, assuredly, can be nothing else than mere 
accident; the mingling of comic with tragic elements, which is 
characteristic of the romanticism of the medieval drama, must, be¬ 
yond doubt, here as elsewhere, have been accomplished at a period 
when Latin was still the language, and the church the place, of these 
performances; the protests of some rigorous moralists against 
religious drama,mentioned above, are, unmistakably, to be explained 
in the main, in England as well as in other countries, by this 
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intrusion of the comic element. Some comic effects in English 
mysteries belong to the common and international stock of literary 
property: such, for instance, as the merry devil Tutivillus or 
Titinillus, whose special task it is to watch and denounce women 
who talk in church. Another comic intermezzo, a grotesque 
dance, performed by the Jews, with accompaniment of music, 
round the cross on which Christ hangs, is to be met with 
not only in the Coventry Mysteries, but, likewise, in some German 
mystery plays. Other comic devices, chiefly in the Mary 
Magdalene mj^steries and some of those in the shepherds’ scenes of 
the Christmas plays, seem to be borrowed from France. But, 
besides these, in England as well as in other countries, it is 
precisely in comic scenes that national traditions wore developed. 
A scene especially characteristic of English mysteries is the quarrel 
between Noah and his shrewish wdfe, who obstinately opposes her 
husband’s will when he is about to take the whole family into the 
newly built ark. 

The performance of one of these mysteries was a serious under¬ 
taking, requiring long preparation and considerable expense. 
On the continent, the stage for performances was generally erected 
in a large open square, and on the stage were represented, one 
beside the other, the places of action—tlius, in a passion play, the 
garden of Gethsemane, the praetorium of Pilate, the hill of Calvary, 
the entrance to hell. The personages moved from one place to the 
next before the eyes of the spectators; if the performance, as was 
more frequently the case, lasted for several days together, change 
of scenery was possible. Such monster productions were known in 
London in the time of Richard II; thus, in 1384, the ‘clerks’ of 
London gave a Indus valde siimptuosus Skinnerswell, which 
lasted five days; in 1391, one, of four days, on the Old and New 
Testaments; then, again, in 1409, in the presence of Henry IV, one 
lasting four days, comprising events from the creation of the world 
to the last judgment For such a stage arrangement, the play of 
Mary Magdalene, preserved in the Digby MS, was, likewise, in¬ 
tended, and, undoubtedly, many other English mysteries of whose 
existence only documentary evidence survives. But, in the majority 
of texts and accounts of performances handed down to us, we find 
a different sort of mise-en-scene adopted, in accordance with 
national custom and preference. 

The usual method of treatment developed, not like that 
mentioned above, from liturgical scenes performed within churches, 
but from the procession on Corpus Christi day. In 1264, the feast 
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of Corpus Cliristi was instituted ; this soon grew into a solemnity 
in the celebration of which the church displayed her highest 
splendour. The Corpus Christi procession was a sort of triumphal 
progress, by which the church, after centuries of struggle, 
solemnised her absolute and full Yietory over the minds of men, 
and by which, at the same time, she satisfied the perennial in¬ 
clination of the people for disguisings and festal shows. Very soon 
it became customary for gi-oups to walk in the Corpus Christi 
procession, which groups, in their succession, were to typify the whole 
ecclesiastical conception of universal history from the creation to 
the judgment day. It was a frequent practice to distribute the 
arrangement of these groups among the different crafts, wliich 
always made it a point of ambition to be represented in the 
procession as splendidly as possible. In some countries, these 
processions assumed a dramatic character, especially in England, 
where the processional drama was fully developed as early as the 
fourteenth century. Here, it was customary for each of the crafts 
presenting a certain group to explain its significance in a dramatic 
scene. The different scenes, whenever possible, were distributed 
in such a way as to bear some relation to the occupation of 
the craft that performed it: e.g., the task of producing Hoah’s 
ark was entrusted to the boat-builders, the adoration of the 
magi to the goldsmiths. The actors stood on a stage (‘pageant’), 
moving about on wheels. In the course of the procession, a certain 
number of stations was appointed, at which the several pageants 
stopped in passing, and on which the respective scenes were 
performed. For instance, the first craft at the fii’st station 
acted the creation of the world; then it passed to the place 
where it stopped for the second time, and repeated the perform¬ 
ance ; at the same time, the second craft acted at the first station 
the sin of our first parents, and afterwards repeated the same at 
the second station. In the meantime, the first craft had proceeded 
to the third station, and the third craft began at the first station 
to act the play of Cain and Abel. If, in such a processional play, 
one character appeared in several scenes, it was, necessarily, repre¬ 
sented by different persons: Christ on the Mount of Olives was a 
different individual from Christ before Pilate or on Golgotha. As 
early as 1377, Corpus Christi plays are mentioned at Beverley; 
and, in 1394, this system of plays is spoken of in an ordinance of 
the municipality of York, as of old tradition. The earliest docu¬ 
mentary mention of them in this city dates from the year 1378. 

By this stage arrangement, every drama was divided into 
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a series of little plays. The progress of the action was, necessarily 
interrupted as one pageant rolled away and another approached • 
on each occasion, order had to be kept, and the attention of 
the multitude crowding the streets had to be attracted anew. 
The function of calling the people to order was, wherever feasible 
entrusted to a tyrant, say Herod, the murderer of the Innocents 
or Pilate, who, dressed up grotesquely and armed with a re¬ 
sounding sword, raged about among the audience and imposed 
silence on the disturbers of peace. Repetitions, also, frequently 
became necessary, in order to take up again the broken thread of 
action; on the other hand, authors could not give way so freely 
to an easy flow of speech as in ‘standing plays’ (plays performed 
in one fixed place, so called in contrast with processional plays). 

Of such processional plays, three complete, or almost complete, 
cycles have been handed down to us—those of York, Wakefield and 
Chester. Besides these, we possess single plays from the cycles of 
Coventry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Norwich; two fifteenth century 
plays of Abraham and Isaac are also, probably, to be considered as 
originally forming part of a cycle. Of the collective mysteries, 
none is uniform in character; in all of them may be distin¬ 
guished, besides older parts, sundry later additions, omissions and 
transpositions; and a comparison of the collections with each 
other reveals mutual agreements as to whole scenes as well as 
to single stanzas. Nevertheless, each cycle has distinguishing 
qualities and a pronounced character of its own. The York series, 
preserved in a fifteenth century MS and consisting of forty-nine 
single plays (inclusive of the Innholders’ fragment), is notable 
for many original features in the representation of the passion. 
Tyrants, especially, and the enemies of our Lord, are depicted with 
powerful realism: Annas, for example, shows a grim joy at 
holing the defenceless victim in his power, but then falls into 
a violent passion at what he takes to be that victim’s obduracy; 
he says, ‘we myght as wele talke tiUe a tome tonne’; he even 
^tempts to strike Jesus, but Caiaphas holds him back. When 
Herod addresses Jesus in a jumble of French and Latin, and 
Jesus gives no answer, the bystanders think He is afraid of the 
boisterous tyrant But, above all, the figure of Judas is repre¬ 
sented m a way more dramatic and more impressive than in any 
other medieval mystery, both in the scene where he offers his 
services as betrayer, and in another where, in an agony of 
remorse, he implores the high priest to take back the money and 
spare Jesus. He is coldly refused, and, when he grows more and 
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more violently importunate, Caiaphas bids him be off, or he will 
be taught how to behave to his betters. 

The so-called Towneley Mysteries are preserved in a MS of 
the second half of the fifteenth century, and consist of thirty-two 
plays. They were, probably, intended to be produced by the 
crafts of Wakefield to^vn, and it seems that, in this case, they were 
not played on movable scenes but on fixed stages erected along 
the route of the procession, so that the actors did not go to 
the spectators, but vice versa. The characteristic feature of this 
collection is a certain realistic buoyancy and, above all, the 
abundant display of a very robust kind of humour. Thus, the 
merry devil Tutivillus has found access into the last judgment 
scene (which, otherwise, is in accordance with the corresponding 
play in the York collection); the family quarrels in Noah’s house¬ 
hold are nowhere else depicted so realistically; and, in the shepherds’ 
Christmas Eve scenes, the adventures of Mak the sheep-stealer 
take the foremost place. But the most grotesque figure of all 
is certainly Cain, who appears as the very type of a coarse and 
unmannerly rustic. According to medieval tradition, the reason 
why the Lord did not look graciously upon Cain’s oflering was 
that Cain offered it unwillingly; and thence grew the commonplace 
of church literature, that Cain was the prototype of stingy 
peasants who tried to evade the obligation of paying tithes to the 
priests. Though moral teaching does not play a great part in 
mysteries, clerical authors repeatedly made use of the occasion 
to impress the payment of tithe upon peasants as an important 
moral duty; and nowhere is this done with so palpable a directness 
as here. Cain selects sixteen sheaves for his offermg, and, in doing 
so, he feels more and more heavy at heart, until, instead of sixteen, 
he gives but two. And when, after the ungracious reception of 
his offermg, he swears and curses, the Lord Himself appears and 
says that the recompense for the offering will be exactly according 
as Cain delivers his tithes in a right or in a wrong proportion. 
AAer this long-drawn-out scene, the murder of the brother is 
treated quite shortly, almost en bagatelle. Joseph, who, in the 
YorJc PlaySf was described with evident tenderness, here has a 
few humorous features. After receiving the order for the flight 
to Egypt, he complains of the troubles that maiTiage has brought 
upon him, and warns the young people in his audience not to 
marry. Again, the boisterous tone of the tyrants is in this drama 
accentuated with particular zest. 

Of ihe Chester Flays (twenty-five parts), five complete MSS 
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from the period between 1591 and 1607 have been preserved 
They were doubtless intended for representation on perambu¬ 
lating pageants. It might seem astonishing that the performance 
used to take place at TOitsuntide, not on Corpus Christi day 
however, this is not unexampled; at Norwich, for instance’ 
processional plays were acted on Wliit Sunday, at Lincoln on 
St Anne’s day (26 July). But, besides this, the stage arrangement 
here has several peculiarities of its own. Dramatic life is not 
so fully developed as in other processional plays; the Chester 
Flays, in fact, remind us of the medieval German processional plays 
of Zerbst and Kunzelsau, from which we still may see how the 
procession gradually assumed a dramatic character. As in these 
there appears in the Chester Plays an ‘expositor,’ who intervenes 
between actors and audience; instead, however, of his place beino- 
with the rest of the actors on the stage vehicle, he accompanies 
them on horseback. He declares expressly that he is about to 
explain to the unlearned among his audience the connection and 
the deeper meaning of the performances; he joins moral reflections 
to the actions represented; sometimes, he supplies a narrative of 
events passed over in the plays. The contents of several scenes 
are chiefly instructive or didactic, such as the offerino- of bread 
and wine by Melchizedek, or the prophecies of Ezekiel, Zechariah, 
Daniel and St John concerning the end of the world. The 
traditional humorous figures of Noah’s wife, and of the shepherds 
on Cliristmas Eve, are still kept up; but, generally speakincr, the 
origina purpose of these processions, namely, a representation of 
the ecclesiastical history of the world in its chief passages, appears 
more plainly here than in the Yorh and WaheMd Plays, which 

nied ^at instructive element. It may be further 

ted that, at Chester, processional plays were not all acted 

being 

1 f f ‘be weefc 

aMSof altogether apart ia preserved in 

a Mb of 1463, mth the much later title Lndus Ooventriae : whence 

k a Ztf Coventry Plays. Their Coventry origin 

.b a ^tter of doubt on the ground of their language IXe 
lotion has certainly nothing whatever to do witli the Comns 
Chnsri plays of the Coventry crafts (preserved in fraMl S 
were of high ame in the fifteenth cLury and wer“aVtin^ls 

text was performed is quite unknowa It is preceded by a 
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prologue, in which the stanzas are recited alternately by three 
standard-bearers {vexillatores) and contain an invitation to wdtiiess 
the performance to be given on the following Sunday at some town 
unnamed. According to this prologue, the play is to consist of 
forty pageants; but, to this, the divisions of the text fail to 
correspond. Evidently, we have before us no processional, but a 
‘standing’ play, made up of elements originally not forming a whole; 
nevertheless, this is the only text that does not show any verbal 
correspondences with other collected mysteries. By their didactic 
spirit, the Coventry Plays are allied to the Chester Plays ; in the 
former, too, we have an intermediary between actors and public, 
who appears in a doctor’s robes under the name Contemplado. 
The text of the plays is overcharged with curiosities of medieval 
theology; when, for example, Mary, three years old, mounts the 
fifteen steps of the Temple, the priest allegorically explains these 
steps as the way from Babylon to the heavenly Jerusalem. But, 
even here, a realistic tendency is not altogether absent; as, for 
instance, when the author dramatises the events of the apocryphal 
Gospel of pseudo-Matthew, where Mary is brought into court for 
suspected infidelity; in the history of the adulteress, too, occur 
some very realistic additions. The soldiers at Christ’s tomb are 
depicted with admirable humour. 

Dramas from legends of the saints, performances of which 
are mentioned in English deeds and chronicles—for example, those 
of St Laurence, StBotolph, St George, St Christina—were, probably, 
of a character analogous to the numerous medieval dramas of this 
kind that have been preserved in other countries, especially in 
France. At least, the single English play preserved that is based 
on a saint’s legend, that of Mary Magdalene (about 1500), as 
has been noticed before, decidedly exhibits reminiscences of the 
French manner. It consists of 2144 lines, about one-half of which 
are filled with events of the saint’s life until the resurrection; then 
follows the legend of her stay in Provence, where she converts 
the heathen king of Marseilles by her sermons and miracles. 
The comic element is represented by a priest at the king’s court 
and his impudent acolyte, wlio says a burlesque service before 
the priest bids all present pray to ‘!Mahownde.’ A short play 
(of 927 lines), on the profanation of a consecrated host by the 
Jews, is to be classed with miracle-plays; in the end, the evil¬ 
doers are converted and baptised. In this class, we may also 
include a lost play on king Ptobert of Sicily. It is based on a story, 
from Gesta Romcmorum, of a monarch who, for his over-proud 
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consciousness of power, is punished by an angel assuming his 
shape and dignity, while he is in his bath. This play was acted at 
Lincoln in 1453; on the occasion of a performance of Kynge Robert 
of Cicylye at Chester, in 1529, we learn, from a letter addressed 
from that town to a gentleman in the royal court, that the piece 
was penned by a godly clerke’ and had been previously acted in 
the reign of Henry VII; evidently, under Henry VIII, a play 4as 
no longer thought quite unobjectionable in which a frank lesson 
was given to the great ones of this world. 


Finally, three plays from the later Middle Ages must be 
mentioned which remind us of the simpler dramatic forms of past 
ages. Of one of these, the first part was designed for performance 
on Good Friday afternoon, the second for Easter morning • the 
first contains lengthy complaints of the Virgin Mary, such as also 
occur in other countries in the Good Friday service; here, the 
author could make the most ample use of the extant contemplative 
hterature. In the second part, the complaints of the repentant 

performance on St Anne’s day 
(26 July), a play was written which comprises the murder of the 
Innocents and the purification of Mary; the poet, who offers excuses 
himself for his ‘sympyll cunning,’ apprises us that, in the foregoino' 
year, the adoration of the shepherds and the magi had been prot 
duced, and that the dispute in the temple was to be presented in 
tte year following; and a comic personage, the messenger of 
Herod, mars with his stale jests the tragical scene of the murder 
of the Innocents. Similar in style is a play on the conversion 
01 raul the apostle. 


That the production of mysteries was a pious and godly 
work, so long as humour did not enter into them too largely 
seems, m the period during which this species of plays 
flourished, to have been as little doubted in England as in other 
™ l>elieved that men were effectually deterred from 
V by the devil was shown forth in a play • 

that, by the bodily representation of the sufferings of Christ and 
e saints, spectators could be moved to tears of pity, and in 
this way, become possessed of the gratia lacrimarxim, to which 
medieval ascetics attached a great value. And, besides, they 
thought that It was very useful for common folk to see the events 
of sacred history thus bodily and visually presented before them 
ana that, since occasional relaxation was a common need, religious 
p ays were indisputably better than many other diversions. A 
singular exception to this universal opinion occurs in an English 



Early Moralities ^ i 

tract, composed towards the end of the fourteenth century, and 
evidently connected with the Wyclifite movement\ The author 
of this tract points out that, by the mysteries, people are drawn 
away from more precious works of love and repentance, and 
allows no moral value to the tears of spectators of the passion, 
since Christ Himself blamed the women who wept for Him. In 
several points, the author’s ideas already resemble the later 
puritan opposition to the stage. 

The religious dramas hitherto discussed were chiefly designed 
to serve the purpose of visibly representing the facts of Scripture ; 
but, in the later Middle Ages, there grew up another kind of 
dramatic poetry with a moralising, didactic tendency ; the 
dramatis loersonae were now, altogether or for the most part, 
personified abstractions. This species is also international; in 
France, it was called morallU, and, accordingly, in England, literary 
historians generally use the name of ‘morality’ for a play of this 
class, whereas, anciently, they were called ‘moral plays’ or ‘moral 
interludes.’ The theme running through all these plays is the 
contention between the personified good and bad powers of the 
soul for the possession of man: a subject first dealt with in 
Christian literature about the year 400 by Prudentius in his 
allegorical epic PsycliomacMa, where the great battle between 
virtues and vices is, like a Homeric combat, broken up into a 
series of single fights between Ira and Patientia, Supey-Ua and 
Humilitas, Libido and Pudicitia, and so forth. Prudentius was 
one of the authors most frequently read in schools during the 
Middle Ages, and the main subject of his poem was sundry times 
imitated; so, in the Vision of Piers the Plowman, where the 
combat is imagined as the siege of a castle in which man and 
Christianity are shut up. In all these imitations, man, as the 
object of battle, takes a more prominent place than with Pru¬ 
dentius. 

But it was only at a comparatively late date that the conten¬ 
tion between the good and the bad powers of the soul was put 
into dramatic form: no instances are to be found earlier than 
the last decades of the fourteenth century. About this time, a 
brotherhood existed at York, formed for the express purpose of 
producing the Pater Yoster play. Wycliff tells us, that this was 
‘ a play setting forth the goodness of our Lord’s Prayer, in which 
play all manner of vices and sins were held up to scorn, and 
the virtues were held up to praise.’ It would seem that this 

1 Cf. vol. VI, chap. xiT, 2 De ojicio fa»torali, cap. IS. 
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play was founded on an idea in medieval moralising literature 
according to which each of the seven supplications of the Pater 
Foster contained a means of protection against one of the seven 
deadly sins; and the correctness of this supposition is attested by 
the fact that one of the plays acted by the York brotherhood had 
the title Ludus Accidiae (‘a play of sloth’). Most probably, this 
play belonged to the species of moralities ; and we may form the 
same conclusion as to a play on the Creed, which, from 1446 , was 
acted every ten years by the Corpus Christi brotherhood at York. 
But, from the fifteenth century, we possess English and French 
examples fully revealing to us the character of the new species. 

Probably from about the middle of this century date three 
moralities, which are handed down together in one MS, all 
three of which represent the allegorical combat for the soul of 
man. In The Castle of Perseverance, Humanum Genus, the repre¬ 
sentative of mankind, is introduced first as a child, finally as an 
old man ; in youthful age, he falls into the power of the mortal sin 
Luxuria, but is brought by Poenitentia to trust himself to Con- 
fessio, who leads him to the castle of perseverance, visible in the 
centre of the circular scene; the assault of the vices against the 
castle is victoriously foiled. But, in his old days, Humanum Genus 
succumbs to the temptations of Avaritia ; so, after his death, the 
evil angel claims the right to drag him into hell, but he is set free 
by God at the prayers of Pity and Peace. In the morality 
Manhjnd, there are numerous additions of a rough kind of 
humour. The chief representative of the evil principle is our 
old acquaintance, the merry devil Tutivillus, who begins the 
work of temptation by stealing from man his implement of work, 
a spade. In the morality to which modern editors give the title 
Mind, Will and Understanding, there reigns more of the subtle 
scholastic spirit; here, it is not a single representative of 
humanity who is courted by allegorical figures, but the three mental 
faculties which give the piece its title appear, each one by itself. 
Besides them, appears as a distinct character, first in a 

white robe, then, after the three faculties of the soul have been 
tempted astray, ‘in a most horrible guise, uglier than a devil.’ 
Another fragment of a morality has been preserved, to which the 
title The Pride of Life has been given; the MS seems to belong 
to the first half of the fifteenth century; here, the typical 
representative of humanity is a king who, putting full trust in his 
knights. Strength and Health, will not think of death and things 
c} Olid the grave, although his queen and a pious bishop try to 
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move his conscience; he considers that he still has time to turn 
pious, the church will not run away from him. As appears from 
the prologue, the portion of the play which is lost was to show how 
the king, in the fulness of his sin, is called away by death, and 
how devils are about to take his soul; but, at this point, the 
Mother of God was to intercede with her pra 3 ’^ers and to point 
out to the Judge of the world that the body, not the soul, 
was the really guilty part. Thus, it was intended to weave into 
the texture of the play one of those debates between body and 
soul that had been a widely popular subject in medieval 
literature. 

The most famous, however, among all these moralities is 
Eve'} y-man, whose date of composition cannot be defined precisely; 
we only know that the earliest printed editions, both undated* 
must belong to the period between 1509 and 1530; but so 
early as 1495 a Dutch translation was printedk Every-man treats, 
in allegorical style, of the hour of death, and thus deals with a 
sphere of ideas which, in the devotional literature of the later 
Middle Ages, is one of the main subjects; the most famous 
book of that sort, Ars moriendi, was published in an English 
translation by Caxton in 1491. The poet endeavoured to give 
dramatic animation to his subject by making use of a parable 
which is told in the legend of Barlaam and Josaioliat : how a man 
had three friends, of whom one only declared himself ready to 
accompany him before the throne of the judge before whom he is 
summoned. This friend symbolises a man’s good deeds, which 
alone accompany him after death before the throne of God and 
interpose their prayers for him. The series of scenes—how, fii-st, 
Death, as God’s summoner, bids man come; how, then, Fellow¬ 
ship, Kindred and others, when asked to bear him company, by 
empty phrases talk themselves out of the aflTair—exercises 


j ElckerlijTc for tlie original of the English morality; but 

de Eaaf, who inverts the relation, is, most probably, correct. The most convincing 
instance pointed out by him is w. 778 f., where it appears, beyond doubt, that the 
Dutch text must have come from the EngUsh. Every-man. after receiving the last 
sacraments, says to his fellows: 


Now set eche of you on this rodde your honde 
And shortly folwe me..,, 
where Elckerlijk has (vv. 749 f.): 


Slaet an dit roeyken alle n hant 
Ende volghet mi haestelio na desen. 

Here, ronjkcn=virga has been written by a misunderstanding for rodde=:erux- it is 
evident that Every-man-Elekerlijk had in his hand one of those crosses for the dying 
Which play an important part in the An moriendi literature. 


T. 
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forth in the last part of the play, where the Catholic point of view 
is insisted on with much unction and force. The comic element 
disappears almost entirely. 

Generally, however, the tendency to give a certain prominence 
to the comic element grows more and more distinct; above all 
dlegorical representatives of the vices are more and more rirhlAr 
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ing London. This is shown, e.g., in Nature, composed by Henry 
Aledwall, chaplain of archbishop Morton of Canterbury (1486— 
1500), who is also mentioned in the play. Here, we see how 
bensuahty drives away Reason from man’s side; how, after 
all, man is reconciled to Reason by Age; but how Avarice 
comes in at the end, and gives the chaplain an opportunity for 
a bitter attack upon his own profession. In the morality The 
WoiM and the Child (printed 1522), man, the object of ^strife 
between allegorical figures, appears, successively, as child, youth 
and man; he is pm-suaded by Folly to lead a dissolute life 
n London, nor is it until, reduced to a low state, he quits 
ewgate^ prison, that good spirits regain possession of him 

date ; (printed 1556), which both seem to 

3Iagmjfi,cenee\ the only play by Skelton that has been 
preserved; it was not printed tiU after Ids death. Here instead 
of the usual commonplaces from medieval devotional books a 
TlWo”® Siren by classical and humanistic moralists’ is 

same manner, Medwall, if we mav 

Lmelvfv'' •‘^anistio commonplace 

namely, the persecution of Truth by I<morance and TTvnT - • ’ 

an interlude acted before ITenrv Vrr? ! % • Hypocrisy, m 
Skelton and Medwall trtheearfl I •? 

in the dCTelXcuf ird*^**’ <>f moralities 

course TSn is n^f *•>« 

^ not, as with mysteries, prescribed by 
See vol. m o£ the present work, cliap. IV. 
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tradition, tlie individual author’s own inventive power is of 
much greater importance. Besides, otherwise than in the case of 
mjsteiies, hearing is more important than seeing. In the 
stage arrangement of a morality, however, the costume of 
allegorical characters, the choice of symbolic colours for clothes, 
the^ providing of the different figures with emblems illustrating 
their moral essence, were all matters of first-rate importance. And 
the greater significance of the spoken word in moralities also 
accounts for the fact that several of these plays are extant in 
contemporary prints, which is not the case with any of the 
mysteries. 

Besides the serious drama, in which an admixture of the comic 
element was seldom wanting, there existed, in the Middle Ages, a 
very popular kind of short farce, which was acted at festive 
and convivial meetings by professional minstrels or by youno- 
feUows who combined for the purposed But, of these, an 
account has been given in a previous chapter. From France and 
Geimany, numerous farces of this kind have come down to usj not 
so from England, where they were also highly popular, but where, 
unfortunately, one only has been preserved, and this but in 
fi’agments.^ Besides the Interludimn de Clerico et Fuelled, com¬ 
posed, to judge by the handwriting, toward the beginning of the 
fourteenth century, we possess an account of another play which 
proves that in England, just as in France, events and problems of 
the day were satirised in these farces. Bishop Grandison, in 1352 , 
forbade the youth of Exeter, on pain of excommunication, to act 
a satirical play which they had prepared against the di-apers’ guild 
of the town; at the same time, drapers wnre called upon not to 
push their prices too high; thus, evidently, the guild was itself the 
cause of the hostile feeling. 

The humanistic and reforming movement naturally exercised 
everywhere a powerful influence on the drama, which, up to that 
time, had been a faithful expression of the medieval view of 
life. In England, as in all other countries, the particular circum¬ 
stances under which the movement took place left their traces on 
the drama. Here, performances of mysteries on the medieval 

The QSTial name for such a farce was interlude (interludium ); but this word, as 
all other names of species in medieval theatrical terminology, has no precise and 
definite application; it is, likewise, used for all kinds of religious drama. Among 
the different etymologies which have been suggested for the word, that of Chambers 
(vol. II, p, 1S3) is the most plausible: ‘ J/itcrhidium is not a IwcZus in the interval of some¬ 
thing else, but a Indus carried on between (inter) two or more performers.' 

Gf. Dame Siriz, ante, vol, i, pp. 305—G, and chapter n of the present volume. 
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model continue far into the sixteenth century; for, in the first phase 
of the reformation in England, when the domain of dogma proper 
remained intact, the old religious plays could live on undisturbed. 
Of course, in the reign of Henry VIII it could no longer be tolerated 
that such a champion of papal supremacy as Thomas Becket 
should, in his archiepiscopal see of Canterbury, be honoured every 
year by a processional play. However, performances of mystery- 
plays lasted even through the six years’ reign of the protestant 
king Edward VI; though, in the famous performances at York, 
the scenes relating to the Virgin’s death, assumption and corona¬ 
tion were suppressed; and a magnificent processional play, 
instituted at Lincoln, in 1517, in honour of Mary’s mother, 
St Anne, a saint especially in fashion in the later Middle Ages 
came to an end in the very first year of the new reign, and the 
apparel used for it was sold. In the reign of queen Mary, 
mysteries were, of course, produced with particular splendour, 
and the suppressed plays on St Thomas and St Amie also 
experienced a short revival. But, even after the final victory 
of Protestantism under Elizabeth, people would not—especially in 
the conservative north of England—miss their accustomed plays. 
On this head, too, the citizens of York showed their ‘great stiffness 
to retain their wonted errors,’ of which archbishop Grindal com¬ 
plained, And, in Shakespeare’s native county, during the poet’s 
boyhood and youth, the performance of religious plays was still in 
full flower. Only towards the end of the century did mysteries 
gradually cease; in Kendal, Corpus Christ! plays were kept up 
as late as the reign of James I; the inventory of the cap¬ 
makers of Coventry for 1597 shows that, as in preceding years, 
the guild still preserved faithfuUy the jaws of hell, a spade for 
Adam, a distaff for Eve and other properties, probably hoping for a 
revival of the old plays; but this hope proved illusory. Mysteries 
came to an end, under the double influence of puritan enmity to 
the stage^ and of the vigorous growth of Elizabethan di’ama. 

Moralities proved more tenacious of life; in them, among the 
representatives of the evil principle, a new realistic and comic 
personage now appears with increasing distinctness. He probably 
descended from the merry devil Tutivillus, who, as we have seen, 
was taken over from the mysteries into the moralities. For this 
combination of clown and devil, in the course of the sixteenth 
century, the name ‘ Vice ’ came more and more into use. His 
chief pleasure is to make mischief, and to set men against their 
neighbours; his constant attribute is a dagger of lath; and it is 
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a stock effect to make him, after having acted his part, return to 
hell, riding on the back of his friend Lucifer. 

For the rest, moralities continued to deal with the old 
subject—man, as an object of contention between the good and 
the bad qualities of the soul. Such was the theme of Like will to 
Like, by the schoolmaster Ulpian Fulwell (printed 1568), and of 
the lost play, The Cradle of Security, where, as we have seen 
in the case of The Pride of Life, the typical representative 
of humanity appears as a king; he is subdued by Luxury and 
other female personifications, who lay him in a cradle and put 
on him a mask with a pig’s snout. 

But, besides these, there are other moralities extant, where, 
as in Skelton’s Magnyfycence, the old form is animated by new 
matter. The most remarkable among these plays is the Interlude 
of the Nature of the Four Elements by John Rastell (d. 1536), 
printer in London and brother-in-law of Sir Thomas More. Here, 
man is diverted, by the allegorical figures of Sensual Appetite and 
Ignorance, from the study of geography, into which Natura 
naturata and Studious Desire are about to initiate him; the latter 
shows him, in a map, the new countries discovered twenty years ago, 
and expresses his regret that the English cannot claim the glory of 
having been the discoverers. In the prologue, the author shows 
himself a prudent and far-seeing man; he says it is not good 
to study invisible things only and not to care for this visible 
world. An educational and scientific tendency is also proper to 
three plays in which the marriage of Wit and Science is repre¬ 
sented ; in his allegorical quest of a bride, Wit appears like the 
hero of a romance of chivalry: he slays the monster Tediousness 
and, thereby, wins the hand of his beloved. The oldest of these 
plays dates from the reign of Henry VIII, and was composed by 
a schoolmaster named Redford; the repeated variation of this 
theme shows how familiar pedagogues were with the conception 
of a regular course of study as a conflict sustained against hostile 
powers. Similarly, in the morality All for Money, by Thomas 
Lupton (printed 1578), the value of a scientific education is dwelt 
upon, and, as has happened very often since the secularisa¬ 
tion of the learned professions, the insufficient appreciation of 
scholarly labours, and the inadequate reward meted out to them, 
are lamented. These ideas Lupton symbolises by new allegorical 
impersonations, some of the strangest creations in this kind of 
literature, e.g,, Learning-with-Money, Learning-without-Money, 
Money-Avithout-Learning, Neither-Mouey-nor-Learning. 


E. L. V 
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Of particular interest, in England as In France, is the treatment 
of political and religious problems by authors of moralities. 
Of political moralities, but few have been preserved. From Hall 
the chronicler, we learn that, at Christmas 1527—8, a play 
entitled Lord Governaunce was acted at Gray’s inn, which 
cardinal Wolsey, who was present, took for a satire directed 
against himself; but he was appeased by the assurance that the 
piece was twenty years old. Of a remarkable drama, Albion 
Knight, printed, probably, in 1566, we unfortunately possess but 
a fragment; here, instead of the usual symbolical representative of 
humanity at large, a personified England is the object of contest 
between the allegorical representatives of good and evil powers. 

Above all, however, the morality furnished an easy opportunity 
for bringing the great ecclesiastical controversies on the stage, 
where, as everywhere else, innovators showed far more skill 
and activity than their conservative adversaries. The first drama 
relating to the reformation of which we have knowledge is, how¬ 
ever, directed against Luther; it was acted in Latin, in 1528, by the 
pupils of St Paul s school, before Henry VIII, and seems, besides 
some mockery about Luther’s marriage, to have contained gross 
flatteries addressed to the all-powerful cardinal Wolsey. And, 
even after the king had broken with Rome, it was quite in 
accordance with the despotic character of the English reforma¬ 
tion that the spirit of the new movement was not advocated 
and upheld to the same extent as elsewhere by dramatic satire. 
Only when Tliomas Cromwell endeavoured, jointly with Cranmer, 
to advance the English reformation movement on the lines of 
the German, and more resolutely than had originally lain in 
the king’s design, several favourites of the influential chan- 
cellor are found seeking to work upon public feeling in favour 
of his church policy. Foremost of all was the zealous, militant 
theologian John Bale, in whose dramas an ardent hate of popery 
IS strangely combined with ponderous pedantry. The tendency of 
most of the twenty-two ‘comedies’ enumerated by himself in his 
Catalogm of 1548 is recognisable from the very titles, which 
are extremely outspoken as to the ‘adulterators of God’s Word,’ 
the knaveries of Thomas Becket,’ and so forth. Of the five 

^ ^ domain 

of the^ moralities; it shows how the three laws which God 
successively revealed to mankind-the law of nature, the law of 
Moses, and the law of Christ-are corrupted by hostile powers* 
one of these powers, Sodomy, appears as a monk; and, in this part] 
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of course, the most monstrous things from the anti-clerical chroniqne 
scandaleuse are brought out In the beginning, the First Person 
of the Trinity, with delightful naiveU, introduces Himself to the 
public: ‘I am God Father, a substance indivisible/ 

A far more lively picture is unrolled by the Scottish statesman 
and author, David Lyndsay, in his Pleasant Satyre of the Thrie 
Estaitis, which was probably acted for the first time on Epiphany, 
1540, before James V of Scotland. But of this, by far the longest 
morality in the English language, designed for a great number of 
actors and a large scene of action, an account has been given in an 
earlier volume h Cromwell must surely have been well satisfied 
when an account (which has been preserved) of the great success of 
this play reached him. 

But, just about this time, a change came over England. 
Henry VIII proved more and more decidedly averse to any 
alteration of ecclesiastical doctrine in the sense of the conti¬ 
nental reformation movement; in 1540, CromweU fell; and, in 
1543, it was expressly forbidden to publish in songs, plays and 
interludes any explanations of Holy Writ opposed to church 
teaching, as fixed now or in the future by his majesty the king. 
Bale, who was compelled to flee from England, complained that 
dissolute plays were allowed, but such as taught Divine truth 
persecuted. But when, with the accession of Edward VI, the 
protestant party regained the superiority, it was again shown 
how English drama took part in aU the fluctuations of English 
church policy. Now, plays were produced such as Wever’s Lusty 
Juventus, where the traditional scheme of the morality is made 
subservient to party interests, good abstractions assiduously 
quoting the apostle Paul, while the devil and his fellows con¬ 
tinually swear ‘by the Mass’ and ‘by the Virgin.’ And when, 
after Edward’s early death, the Catholic reaction set in, ‘in the 
first year of the happy reign of queen Mary’ (1553), ‘a merry 
interlude entitled Ee^uhlica ’ was acted at the Christmas festival 
by boys, probably in the presence of the queen. In this pro¬ 
duction, however, dogmatic controversies remain, for the most 
part, unnoticed, the anonymous author inveighing cliiefly against 
those who, during the preceding reigns, under cover of religion, 
had enriched themselves by church property. Evil allegorical 
figures, who appropriate stolen goods, assume well-sounding 
names, as is often the case in this class of literature, ever since the 
example set by Prudentius, in whose PsychomachiafoT instance, 

^ See vol. Ill of the present work, chap, vi, pp. 122 ff. 
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Avaritia, calls \\QYSQli Parsimonia. So, here, Oppression assumes 
the name of Reformation, Insolence that of Authority and so 
forth. In one excellent scene, ‘ People ’ (the common man) com- 
plains, in blunt popular language, of the new government. Of 
course, this extremely interesting contribution towards a clear 
perception of public feeling in the beginning of hlary’s reign like¬ 
wise ends with the triumph of the good cause. 

Elizabeth did not favour the traditional usage of clothino' 
political and church agitation in dramatic form; for, so early as 
1559, she issued directions to magistrates not to tolerate any 
‘common interludes in the English tongue’ in which questions of 
religion or state government were touched upon. It seems, also 
that the traditional form had had its day. William Wager, in his 
morality The Imiger thou livest, the more fool thou art, published, 
probably, in the first years of Elizabeth’s reign, conducts the hero 
of the play, after a fashion with which we have now become 
sufficiently acquainted, through the various stages of his life, 
and, in the course of it, enters into theological controversy on the 
protestant side, wherever an opportunity offers itself. So does the 
anonymous author of The Trial of Treasure, where, in opposition 
to the usual practice, twm courses of life, a good and a bad, are 
produced in contrast. George Wapull, again, in his morality The 
Tich tarries no man (printed in 1576), shows himself as a partisan 
of reformation. Another morality. Impatient Poverty, has recently 
been discovered, which was published in 1560 and which exhibits 
Skelton’s Magnyfycence. Of yet another 
Wealth and Health, the year of publication is unknown; it was 
entered in the Stationers’ register as early as 1557, but the extant 
copy of the play certainly belongs to the reign of Elizabeth. 

A morality of even less importance is the likewise recently dis¬ 
covered Jo/ia?! the Evangelist, wliich derives its title from the 
speak^ of the moralising prologue and epilogue. The moralitv 
New Custom (printed 1573) illustrates in a remarkable way the 
occasioiml use, even by a rigorous puritan, of the dramatic form, 
comic enccts, of course, being entirely renounced. 
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EABLY ENGLISH TRAGEDY 

The history of renascence tragedy may be divided into three 
stages, not definitely limited, and not following in strict chrono¬ 
logical succession, but distinct in the main: the study, imitation 
and production of Senecan tragedy; translation; the imitation 
of Greek and Latin tragedy in the vernacular. This last stage, 
again, falls into three sub-divisions: the treatment of secular 
subjects after the fashion of sacred plays long familiar to 
medieval Europe; the imitation of classical tragedy in its more 
regular form and with its higher standards of art; the combina¬ 
tion of these two types in a form of tragedy at once popular 
and artistic. 

It was, perhaps, only in England that the movement thus out¬ 
lined attained its final development. For it may be questioned 
whether French classical tragedy was ever truly popular, and 
it is beyond doubt that renascence tragedy in Italy was not; 
but the earlier phases of development may be most easily observed 
in the history of Italian tragedy, in which other nations found not 
only a spur to emulation, but models to imitate and a body of 
critical principles laid down for their guidance. 

All three nations had a share in the edition of Seneca which 
Nicholas Treveth, an English Dominican "who seems to have been 
educated at Paris, prepared, early in the fourteenth century, at 
the instance of cardinal Niccolb Albertini di Prato, one of the 
leading figures of the papal court at Avignon. But Italy very 
soon took the lead in Senecan scholarsliip, and long maintained it. 
Lovato de’ Lovati (d. 1309) discussed Seneca’s metres; Coluccio 
Salutati, as early as 1371, questioned the tragedian’s identity with 
the philosopher and the Senecan authorship of Octavia\ before 
the end of the century, the tragedies were the subject of rival 
lecture courses at Florence, and the long list of translations into 
modern European languages had begun. But, above all, it was 
in Italy that the important step was taken of imitating Seneca 
in an original tragedy on a subject derived from medieval history. 



in 1315, he was solemnly crowned in the presence of the universHy 
and citizens of Padua, and the cognomen of Mussatus, quasi musis 
aptus. Other Latin tragedies by Italian authors followed; but two 
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sacre rappresentazioni is obvious; but they show traces of classical 
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(1499), founded upon the first novel of the fourth day of the 
Decameron, is opened by a prologue or argument spoken by 



proper—prototypes of later intermedii and English dumb- 
shows.^ The stricter classical form was established by Trissino’s 
Sofonisha (1616),^ which followed Greek, rather than Latin, 
models, and is divided into episodes, not into Seneca’s five 
acts. It is noteworthy for its adoption of blank verse, and, 
undoubtedly, had considerable influence, being twice printed in 
1524 and often later in the century; but there is no proof that 
it was acted before the celebrated production by the Olympic 
academy at Vicenza in 1562, though a French version by Mellin 
de Saint-Gelais was performed and published by 1559. The 
predominant influence in Italian tragedy was, unquestionably, that 
of Giambattista Giraldi Cinthio, whose Orhecche (acted at Ferrara 
in 1541) IS the first known regular tragedy in the vernacular 
produced^ on a modern European stage. Its adoption of the 

dSrllT f the Eenecan rhetoric and sensational horrors, 

decided the fate of Itaban tragedy, and greatly influenced that 
other nations. Luigi Groto, a generation later, speaks of it as 
the model of all subsequent tragedies, and Giraldi himself writes 
ot It m his Discorso suite Comedie e sidle Tragedie i 

woSifio’TLTm'S have deemed it 

presented iSt n ^ Italy it has been solemnly 

presented.^ Indeed, d was so much the more pleasing that it speaks in aU 

» Nen, F,, Lo daZiana del cinguecento, Florence, 1904. 
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the tongues -which have kno-wledge of our own, and the most Christian king 
did not disdain the command that it should be solemnly performed in his 
tongue before his majesty. 

It is difficult to establish any direct connection between Giraldi 
and Elizabethan tragedy except through his novels, which furnished 
plots to ^Vhetstone, Greene and Shakespeare; but the influence 
of his disciple Dolce is clearly proved. Early French tragedy 
developed features of the Senecan model which were alien to 
English taste and tradition—^restriction of the action to a single 
incident and expansion of the choral lyrics ^—and this is probably 
the reason why its influence on the other side of the Channel was 
slight. Jodelle’s CUopatre Captive (acted 1552, and printed 1674) 
was, doubtless, known in England; and, at a later date, the countess 
of Pembroke, with the assistance of Thomas Kyd and Samuel 
Daniel, supported the classical theories of her brother’s Apologie 
by translations and imitations of Gamier^; but Elizabethan tragedy 
was not to be turned aside from the way marked out for it by 
stage tradition and popular taste. 

The first stage of evolution, as stated above, represented in 
Italy by the drammi mescidati, has its counterpart in England in 
tragicomedies such as Richard Edwards’s Damon and Fitkias 
(printed 1571, licensed 1666, and probably acted at Christmas, 1564), 
John Pickeryng’s Horestes (printed 1567), R. B.’s Apius and Vir¬ 
ginia (printed 1576) and Thomas Preston’s Camhises (licensed 
1569—70). The first makes a rude attempt to copy Seneca’s sticho- 
mythia and borrows a passage from Octavia', the last mentions 
Seneca’s name in the prologue, but all alike have nothing classical 
about them beyond the subject. Damon and FitMas and Apius 
and Virginia are described on the title-pages of the early editions 
as ‘tragical comedies,’ Camhises as ‘a lamentable tragedy’; but 
none of them has any real tragic interest—not even Horestes^ 
which is, perhaps, the dullest of the series. Damon and FitMas 
shows a certain advance in its lack of abstract characters; but 
the work of Edwards, if we may judge of it by what is extant, 

1 In Jodelle’s CUopatre, the chorus takes up more than one third of the play— 
607 lines out of 1554. Karl Boehm, in the six tragedies that he has examined in 
Beitrdge zur Kenntnis dea Einflusses Seneca’s auf die in der Zeit von 1562 bis 1662 
erschienenen Franzosischen Tragodien {MUnehener Beitrdge, 1902), notes a considerable 
increase in the lyric, and a decrease in the dramatic, elements as compared with Seneca; 
and a table prepared by John Ashby Lester shows that in five of Gamier’s tragedies the 
chorus takes up from one sixth to one fourth of the play. Lester’s thesis. Connections 
between the Drama oj France and Great Britain, particularly in tlie Eluabetlian Feriod, 
is in manuscript in the Harvard library. 

* See pout, chap. xni. 
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was overrated by his contemporaries. The other three plays 
are closely connected with moralities. In Apius and Virginia 
if we include Haphazard the Vice, half the characters are abstrac¬ 
tions. About the same proportion holds in CamUses, where the 
Vice Ambidexter enters ‘with an old capcase on his head, an old 
pail about his hips for harness, a scummer and a potlid by his 
side, and a rake on his shoulder’; he is seconded in the usual 
stage business of singing, jesting and fighting by three ruffians, 
Huff, Ruff and Snuff. In Horestes, too, the abstract characters 
are numerous; the play opens with the conventional ‘flouting’ 
and ‘thwacking’ of Rusticus and Hodge by the Vice, and closi 
with the conventional moralising by Truth and Duty. Though the 
literary value of these plays is slight, their obvious appeal to popular 
favour gives them a certain interest. Horestes and Cambises 
were evidently intended for performance by small companies, 
the ‘players names’ (31 in number) of the former being ‘devided 
for VI to playe,’ and the 38 parts of the latter for eight; Damon 
and FitMas has been convincingly identified by W. Y. Durand ‘ 
with the ‘tragedy’2 performed before the queen at Whitehall 
by the Children of the Chapel at Christmas, 1564, and the edition 
of 1571 is provided wdtli a prologue ‘ somewhat altered for the 
proper use of them that hereafter shall have occasion to plaie it, 
either in Private, or open Audience’; the stage direction in Apius 
and Virginia, ‘Here let Virginius go about the scaffold,’ shows 
that the author had the public presentation of his play in mind. 
The stage directions are of importance, as illustrating the way 
m which these early dramas were produced. In Horestes, the 
action oscillates at first between Mycene and Crete, shifts to 
Athens and ends at Mycene; but, throughout, the back of the 
stage is, apparently, occupied by something representing the wall 
ot Mycene. After much marching about the stage, the Herald 
approaches this object, and, in answer to his challenge, Clytem- 
nestra speaks ‘over the wal,’ refusing to surrender. Then we have 
the direction: 


Go and make your lirely battel and let it be longe, eare you can win the 
Cit,e,ana when you have wou it, let Horestes brini out hU moTer bv the 
/poum sense playing and the trumpet also, when Ihe is 

taken; let her knele downe and speake. «uen sue is 

® So Cecil calls it in a note on the revels accounts Soo t tv 
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After more fighting, Egistus is taken and hanged, apparently from 
the same walk ‘Fling him of the lader and then let on bringe in 
his mother Clyteninestra | but let her loke wher Egistus hangeth.... 
Take downe Egistus and bear him out/ The same realistic method 
of presentation is to be noted in A 2 nus and Virginia: ‘Here tye 
a handcarcher aboute hir eyes, and then strike of hir heade/ In 
Camhises, when execution is done on Sisamnes, the stage direction 
reads: ‘Smite him in the neck with a sword to signify his death,’ 
and the dialogue continues: 

Praxaspes. Behold (0 king'), how he doth bleed, 

Being of life bereft. 

King. In this wise he shall not yet be left. 

Pull his skin over his ears, 

... ‘Flays him with a false skin.’ The deaths of Smirdis (‘A little 
bladder of vinegar pricked’ to represent his blood) and of Cambises, 
who enters ‘without a gown, a sword thrust up into his side 
bleeding,’ further illustrate this point. Our early playwi-iglits 
were troubled by no scruples as to the interpretation of the 
precepts about deaths on the stage, elaborated by the Italian 
critics from Aristotle and Horace, which Giraldi discusses with 
much learning and ingenuity in his Discorso. They accepted the 
tradition of the miracle-plays, and handed on to the early theatres 
a custom which was evidently in accord with popular taste. 

The title of Horcstes, ‘ A Hewe Entcrlude of Vice, Conteyning 
the Historye of Horestes, &c.’ indicates its combination of historical 
and moral interests, or, rather, the attempt—not very successful— 
to subject what was regarded as history to a moral aim. The Vice 
prompts Horestes to revenge his father by the murder of his 
mother, for whom Nature pleads in vain; but, instead of suffering 
retribution, as in Greek tragedy, he marries Hermione and is 
crowned king of Mycene by Truth and Duty. The moralising 
at the end of the play has no vital or logical connection with the 
story, and is almost as conventional as the final pra 3 "er for Elizabeth, 
her council, the nobility and spirituality, the judges, the lord mayor 
and all his brethren, with the commonalty. In Bale’s Kynge Johan, 
historical facts and characters are adapted to religious, or, rather, 
controversial, ends with elaborate ingenuity; but the spirit and 
method of the drama remain those of the moral play. The 
character of the king alone maintains, throughout, a well defined 
personality. It is not until nearly the end of the first of the two 
acts that Sedition assumes the name of Stephen Langton, Usurped 
Power becomes the pope, Private Wealth becomes Pandulphus and 



on gives his name 
«mundus no longer. 
After the king’s death, the action—if, indeed, there can be said 
to be any~is carried on entirely by abstractions. In spite of 

ongs substantially 
St considered, and 


has failed to recognise the enormous step in advance made by 

mi_ 'X'T I 1 « .-m* - _ _ 



[ oesie. It IS signihcant that the publisher of the third edition 
n 1590 printed Gorhoduc as an annex to Lydgate’s politico-moral 
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play is rather a political argument than a simple tragedy.’ This 
overstates the case; but the didactic intention of the dramatists 
is obvious enough. The ‘argument,’ after recounting the tragic 
fate of the principal characters, continues: 

The nobllitie assembled and most terribly destroyed the rebels. And 
afterwardes for want of issue of the prince, whereby the succession of the 
orowne became nncertaine, they fell to cinll warre, in which both they and 
many of their issues were slaine, and the land for a long time almost desolate 
and miserably wasted. 

To these consequences for the realm at large, the whole of the 
last act is given up; and, from the very beginning of the tragedy 
ite political significance is insisted on. The first dumb-show is 
directed particularly to this end. 

nH f continue strong 

L divided, is easely destroyed. As befell upon 

Monarchi^°^'^*^ dmding his land to his two sonnes which he before held in 

of the play—for the incidents occur 
ott the_ stage —18 delivered in the council chamber. The opening 
scrae, 1 IS true, consists of a private conversation between Ferrex 
nd^ his mother; but the longest passage in it is an elaborate 
pobtical commonplace. After this shoit introductory scene, 

Courtney, L. H., in and Qumw, Ser. Uj Yol. X, pp. 261 3. 
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containing less than seventy lines in all, we have, in the first 
act, nothing but discussions in the king’s council, his decision to 
divide the realm between his two sons being all that can properly 
be described as action. Ferrex and Porrex, each with Ms good 
and his evil counsellor, occupy the whole of act ii. In act iii, we 
are back in Gorboduc’s council chamber, and the only incident 
is recounted by a messenger. With act iv, according to the printer 
of the first edition, Sackville’s part begins; and this division is 
borne out by the fact that the remaining acts show greater 
power of thought and vigour of versification, more variety of tone 
and richness of character and incident The speech of Porrex in 
his own defence has more dramatic significance than anytMng 
the English stage had yet known; the incident of the attempted 
poisoning, introduced by the di-amatist into the story for the first 
time\ and not mentioned in acts i—iii, and the young prince’s 
remorse at his brother’s death, engage the sympathy of the 
audience for his own untimely end, wMch is recounted with many 
natural and moving touches by Marcella, an eye-witness of the 
assassination, and, therefore, able to communicate more passion 
than the conventional messenger. But, with act v, we are once 
more in the dull round of political disquisition, broken only by the 
soliloquy in which Fergus reveals his ambitious designs. The 
tragedy ends with obvious allusions to the political situation of 
the day: 

Snch one (my lordes) let be your chosen king”, 

Such one so borne within your native laud. 

Such one preferre, and in no wise admitte 
The heavie yoke of forreine govemaunce: 

Let forreine titles yelde to publike wealth. 

One wonders how the queen took this, and, still more, how she 
received the advice directed to her in the concluding speech: 

This, this ensues, when noble men do faile 
In loyall trouth, and subjectes will be kinges. 

And this doth growe when loe unto the prince. 

Whom death or sodeine happe of life bereaves, 

!No certaine heire remaines, such certaine heire, 

As not all onely is the rightfull heire 
But to the realme is so made knowen to be, 

And trouth therby vested in subjectes hartes, 

To owe fayth there where right is knowen to rest. 

^ Sackville perhaps got a hint from Geoffrey of Monmouth, Historia JReffum 
Britanniae, Bk. ii, ohap. xvi: ‘At Porrex majori cupiditate tubductus, paratit inaidiis 
Ferrecem fratrem interficere paraV (ed. San-Marte, p. 30). The treachery here is 
attributed to the younger brother, who afterwards kills Ferrex in battle, so that the 
incident has not, in the History, the dramatic significance given to it by Sackville. 



68 


Early E7tg/ish Tragedy 


Alas, In Parliament what hope can be, 

When is of Parliament no hope at all? 

Which, though it be assembled by consent, 

Yet is not liliely with consent to end, 

While eche one for him selfe, or for his frend, 

Against his foe, shall travaile what he may. ’ 

While now the state left open to the man, 

That shall with greatest force invade the same, 

Shall fill ambicioua inindes with gaping hope; 

When will they once with yelding hartes agree? 

Or in the while, how shall the realme be used? 

No, no: then Paidiament should have bene holden, 

And certeine heirs appointed to the crowne, ’ 

To stay the title of established right, 

And in the people plant obedience 

While yet the prince did live, whose name and power 

By lawfull sommons and authoritie 

Might make a Parliament to be of force, 

And might have set the state in quiet stay. 

^ At the beginning of her reign, Elizabeth had given orders that 
‘common Interludes in the Englishe tongue’ should refrain from 
handling ‘either matters of religion or of the governaunce of the 
estate of the common weale,’ ‘beyngno meete matters to be wrytten 
or treated upon, but by menne of aucthoritie, learning, and wisedome, 
nor to be handled before any audience but of grave and discrete 
personsV Presumably, the queen thought that these conditions 
were fulfilled at the Christmas revels of the Inner Temple in 
1561—2; for, a few days later, the tragedy was repeated before her 
in her own hall; and, in 1563, Norton presented the same arguments 
as those of the passage cited above on behalf of a committee of 
the House of Commons in a petition for the limitation of the 
succession to the crown 


tragedy is very far from being a servile 
Z general scheme of 

rhetorical J oruses, his counsellors and messengers, his 
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came from Italian example; but the authors modified the custom 
of the Italian stage to suit their own ideas. It had long been the 
practice in Italy to enliven dramatic performances with spectacular 
entertainments between the acts, called intermedii. We have 
noted such representations above in connection with Filostrato 
e Panfila, and they were the invariable accompaniments of tlie 
early productions of comedy, both in Latin and in the vernacular. 
In tragedy, they were of rarer occurrence, choruses usually 
taking their place; they were almost always allegorical in 
character; sometimes they had relation to the subject of the 
play, sometimes not; and they were presented both with and 
without words. Though they figure largely in contemporary 
accounts of dramatic entertainments, they were not always 
included in printed editions of the plays; but Dolce published 
those used to adorn the performance of his Troiam (1566), and 
these may serve as an example of the type. After the first act 
of the tragedy, there was a discourse between the chorus and 
Trojan citizens on the misfortunes of their country; after the 
second, Pluto appeared with the ghosts of the Trojan slain; after 
the third, Neptune and the council of the gods; after the fourth, 
other deities, especially Venus and Juno. The spectators often 
paid more attention to these intermedii than to the drama, to the 
disgust of dramatists, who were loud in their complaints^ ; and 
a contemporary critic remarks that they -were of special interest 
to foreign visitors, who did not understand Italian^ It can hardly 
be doubted that this Italian practice gave the authors of Gorhoduc 
a hint for the establishment of a similar custom on the Elizabethan 
stage. But, here again, they showed a certain originality. They 
connected their allegorical dumb-shows with the subject of the 
tragedy, and, by making them precede each act, instead of following, 
as was the rule in Italy, gave them new weight and significance. 
They were no longer mere shows, distracting the spectator from 
the main theme of the drama, but helps to the understanding of it. 
Norton and Sackville, doubtless, were familiar with such allegorical 
representations at London, Coventry and elsewhere, as independent 
tableaux in honour of the festival of a patron saint or a royal visit, 
and they followed Italian example only in using them for the 
purposes of tragedy. In the fourth dumb-show, the three furies 
come ‘ from under the stage, as though out of hell’; and this, as well 

Of. Isabella d’Este’s letters to her husband during her visit to Ferrara in 1502, 
and Grazzini’s prologue to La (1582). 

* See preface to d’Ambra’s Co/anaria, acted at Florence in 1665. 





however, the members of Gray’s inn presented a comedy and 
a tragedy in 15G6, they obviously took as their model for the 
latter the drama which had been acted with much applause by 
the gentlemen of the Inner Temple, and which had just been 
published. Jocasta is written in blank verse, which Gorhodim 
had introduced on the English stage: its authorship is divided 
according to acts, the first and fourth being ‘done’ by Francis 
Eanwelmersh, the second, third and fifth by George Gascoigne, 
while a third member of the society, Christopher Yelverton, 
contributed the epilogue. Gascoigne wrote the ‘argument,’ and, 
apparently, supeivised the whole undertaking; for he afterwards 

» Camden Society edition (1848), p. 276. 











Gascoignes Jocasta 71 

included tlie tragedy in his collected works, and Ariosto’s Supposes^ 
presented at the same time, was translated by him alone. As in 
Gorhodue, each act is preceded by a dumb-sliow with musical 
accompaniment, and the rimed choruses, which in the earlier 
tragedy were recited by ‘foure auncient and sage men of Brittaine,’ 
were given in Jocasta by ‘foure Thebane dames.’ The full title 
reads : ‘ Jocasta: A Tragedie written in Ch'eelce hy Euripides, 
translated and digested into Acte hy George Gascoygne and 
Francis Kinwelmerslie of Gray es Inne, and there hy them presented, 
15G6.’ The claim of translation from the original Greek, apparently, 
passed without remark till 1879, when J. P. Mahafiy^ first pointed 
out that Gascoigne and Kinwelmersh had not gone to Phoenissae, 
but to an adaptation of it by Lodovico Dolce, bearing the title 
Giocasta (1549). This was not Dolce’s only contribution, as we 
shall see®, in aid of Elizabethan tragedy, and some of his sonnets 
were translated by Thomas Lodge. He was a Venetian (1508—68), 
and much of his literary activity consisted of hack work for the 
well known publishing house of Gioliti He translated Seneca’s 
tragedies and other Latin classics. He professed to translate the 
Odyssey, but was somewhat hampered by Ms ignorance of Greek, 
the result being a story taken from Homer rather than a translation. 
He treated Phoenissae in the same fashion, relying upon a 
Latin translation published at Basel by R. Winter, in 1541, the 
misprints of which he reproduced. He dealt freely with his 
original, recasting choruses, omitting some scenes and adding others, 
generally from his favourite author Seneca. Both the ‘original 
ode,’ which Warton ascribes to Gascoigne and praises as ‘by no 
means destitute of pathos or imagination,’ and the ode to Concord 
by Kinwelmersh, in wMch the same critic discovers ‘great ele¬ 
gance of expression and versification,’ are loose translations of 
Dolce. In the dialogue, the translators followed the Italian text 
with greater fidelity, though there are some amusing blunders. 
Gascoigne, as a rule, is more successful in reproducing the sense 
of his original, but Dolce sometimes leads him astray. Thus, in 
Phoenissae (v. 1675), where Antigone threatens to follow the 
example of the Danaides (Nu| dp’ eKelvy AavaiBcov f yiav), 
Dolce translates flatly: lo seguirb lo stil d!alcune accorte; and 
Gascoigne still more flatly: ‘I will ensue some worthie womans 
steppes.’ The same gradual deijravatiou of a great original is to 

* Kwrtjptdles {CZam'caZ Wrttm), pp. 134—5. 

* See infra, p. 74. Cf. also Symonds, J. A., Shakspere'i Predeeeisors, pp, 221—2. 
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be seen in v. 1000, which descends, by clearly marked steps, to 
bathos. When Antigone declares her determination to accompany 
her father into exile, Creon says: rei^i/aiori^g trot, ficopia S' 'ivea-ri Ti? 
The Latin version reproduces this prosaically but correctly: 
Generositas tihi inest, sed tamen stidtitia quaedam inest. Dolce 
mistranslates: Quel cliin altri h grandezza d in te ^lazzia^ and 
Gascoigne blindly follows his blind guide: ‘What others mio-ht 
besecme, beseemes not thee.’ 

Jocasta did not advance English tragedy on its destined way; 
indeed, on the whole, the movement is backwards, for its authors 
not only showed less originality than their predecessors by adopting 
the method of translation, but, in other respects, their efforts are 
more imitative than independent. Neither tragedy had employed 
the resource of romantic passion, and it seemed, therefore, as if 
there were a real opportunity for development when Gismond 
of Salerne was presented in 1567—8 by ‘ the worshipful company 
of the Inner-Temple Gentlemen.’ 

^ The tragedy Tvas by them most pithily framed, and no less curiously acted 
m new of her Majesty, by whom it was then as princely accepted, as of the 
whole honourable audience notably applauded: yea, and of all men generally 
desired, as a work, either in stateliness of show, depth of conceit, or true 
ornaments of poetical art, inferior to none of the best in that kind; no, were 
the Koiuan Seneca the ccnsurer. 

So pronounces William Webbe, author of A Discouvse of English 
Poetrie, in the letter prefixed to the revised (1591) edition of 
the play, and addressed to the editor, Robert Wilmot. From the 
initials appended to each act in this edition, it appears that act ii 
was written by Henry Noel, act iv by Christopher Hatton and 
act V by Wilmot himself; the authors of act l (Rod. Staf.) and 
act III (G. Al.) have not yet been identified. Tlie plot is taken 
from Boccaccio’s first novel of the fourth day, which had already 
been used by Italian dramatists, though our authors were indebted 
to none of these. They went directly to the Italian text of the 
Decameron, and not, as has been generally supposed, to the 
translation of the tale just published in The Palace of Pleasure 
for their version is closer to the original, and in some important 
particulars more accurate, than Painter’s. For instance, Ghismonda, 
in her lament over her dead lover, says: Ahi dolcissimo albergo 
di tutti i miei piaceri, maladetta sia la crudeltd di colui, die 
con gli occhi della fronte or mi ti fa vedere. Assai m'era con 
quegli della mente riguardarti a ciascuna ora. This is translated 
by Painter; 
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Oil STveete bai’boronglie of my pleasures, cursed be the erueltye of bim 
that hath caused mee at this time to loke uppon thee 'vvitb the eyes of my 
face: it was pleasure ynougbe, to see thee every bower, auionges people of 
knowledge and understanding; 

a gi’otesque misconception of the phrase, con quegli della mente. 
Wilmot reproduced the meaning of the originaP, and passages 
might be quoted to show that his collaborators also had Boccaccio’s 
text before them, and were not content to rely on Painter’s 
translation, which, indeed, is often inadequate. The story is 
one of the most tragic in the Decameron, and offers an excellent 
subject for dramatic treatment. Boccaccio’s passion-wrought and 
desperate heroine, with her fearless assertion of the claims of 
nature and love against those of social convention, is a magnificent 
centre of interest for the tragic stage; but all this advantage, ready 
to their hand in the original story, the English dramatists laid aside. 
Gismond’s lover is no longer im giovane vallctto, but ‘ the Counts 
Palurine,’ and she herself is not so much a victim of love as a 
terrible example of disordered passion. i^Ioral considerations 
prevented the Inner Temple gentlemen from making Gismond 
their heroine. ‘ Herein they all agree,’ Wilmot wri tes, ‘ commending 
virtue, detesting vice, and lively deciphering their overthrow that 
suppress not their unruly affections.’ It was necessary, therefore, 
to make a complete change from Boccaccio’s point of view and 
method of treatment. Part of the original material was transferred 
to other speakers or different occasions. Thus, Ghismonda s 
reflection that the spirit of her dead lover still lingers near, 
awaiting hers, is applied by the English dramatists to her dead 
husband; and her plea to her father that the flesh is weak is 
made more respectable—and much less effective—by putting it 
into the mouth of the aunt, Lucrece, and placing it before, 
instead of after, the event. Moreover, the chorus hold up 
‘worthy dames,’ such as Penelope and Lucrece, as ‘a mirrour 
and a glasse to woraankinde,’ and exhort their hearers to resist 
Cupid’s assaults and be content ^vith a moderate and virtuous 
affection (choruses ii, iii, iv). An epilogue (of the kind which, no 

Ah pleasant harborrow of my hartes thought. 

Ah swete delight, joy, comfort of my life. 

Ah cursed be his erueltie that wrought 
thee this despite, and unto me such grefe, 
to make me to behold thus with these eyes 
thy woefull hart, and force me here to see 

this dolefull sight. Alas, did not suffise 

that with my hartes eyen continually 

I did behold the same? (Acty, sc. 2,25—33.) 


E. L. V 
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doubt, would have been recited by ‘sweet bully Bottom’) assures 
the ladies in the audience that such inordinate passions are 
unknown ‘in Britain land’: 

Nor Pluto hearelh English ghostes complaina 
our dames disteined lyves. Tlierfore ye may 
be free from fere. Suifiseth to mainteine 
the vertues which we honor in yow all: 
so as our Britain ghostes, when life is past, 
may praise in heven, not plaine in Plutoes hall 
our dames, but hold them vertuous and chast, 
worthy to live where furie never came, 
where Love can see, and beares no deadly bowe. 

In this way, the interests of morality and the authors’ reputa¬ 
tions were saved, but at the sacrifice of much that was valuable 
in the original story, which the dramatists supplemented from 
other sources. Their thoughts, naturally, would be directed to 
classical examples of unhappy passion—Phaedra and Dido. The 
latter had been made the subject of a tragedy by Dolce (1547) 
and to this, undoubtedly, our authors had recourse. At the 
opening of their play, Cupid comes down from heaven and speaks 
the following lines: 

Loe I, in shape that seme unto your sight 
a naked boy, not clothed but with wing, 
am that great god of love that with my might 
do rule the world, and everie living thing. 

This one hand beares vain hope, short joyfull state, 
with fame semblance the lover to allure: 
this other holdes repentance all to late, 
warr, lier, blood, and paines without recure. 

On swete ambrosia is not my foode, 
nor nectar is my drink, as to the rest 
of all the Goddes. I drink the lovers blood, 
and eate the living hart within his brest. 

Cupid, likewise, opens Dolce’s Didone,BXiA the lines quoted above 
ori«-imD^^^ ^ translation and re-arrangement of the Italian 

lo, che dimostro in visa, 

A la statura, e h i pannt, 

Dresser picciol fanciullo. 

Si come voi mart ale : 

Non Quel gran Dio, che Y mondo chiarna Amore. 

(alnel, che pd tn cielo, e in terra, 
ijt nel hollente Averno; 

Contra di cui non vale 
Forza, ne human consiglio t 
Nf d^ambrosia mi pasco. 

Si come gli aliri Dei, 
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Ma di sangne, e di pianto. 

Ne Puna mano io porto 

Dubhia speme, f allace, e breve gioia.; 

Ne Pultra affanno, e noia, 

Nene, sospiri, e morti. 

There are other parallels of less importance, but, as the play 
proceeded, the divergence in the development of the plot of 
Dldone made it less suitable to the purpose of our authors, and 
they supplied their lack of invention with commonplaces taken 
direct from Seneca. As Dolce had done the same, it is hard to 
say whether a great deal of act i is taken from the Italian’s 
borrowings or from the Latin original, but there are Senecan 
reminiscences, at first or second hand, from Phaedra, Medea, 
Thyestes, Oedipus, Agamemnon, Hercules Furens, Hercules 
Oetaeus and Octavia. The chorus of act ii was, no doubt, 
suggested by Octavia 298—312 and 609—695. Act III lays 
Octavia and Phaedra under extensive contribution. The opening 
of act rv, by Megaera, is taken direct from Thyestes, and the 
invocation of Jove’s thunder at the beginning of scene 2 may have 
been suggested by the same play or by Phaedra, 679—690. This 
stock device (which may be traced back to Sophocles: Electra, 
823 —G) had already been used in Gorhoduc (end of act iir, 
sc. 1); and the original passage in Phaedra is misquoted in Titus 
Andronims, act iv, sc. 1, 81—82. But it is in act V of Gismond 
of Salerne that Seneca is most openly plundered. Lines 1—2, 
21—38, 40—42, 45—68, 149—167, 182—188 and 207—208 are 
merely translations of Seneca, chiefly from Thyestes. 

"Wlien due deductions are made for what the authors borrowed 
from Boccaccio, Dolce and Seneca, not much remains to be 
credited to their o\ra originality. Of the characters neither found 
nor implied in Boccaccio’s novel, Cupid is taken from Dolce; 
Renucliio, Megaera and the chorus from Seneca; Lucrece and 
Claudia are the conventional confidantes of classical tragedy. 
The order of events, in the main, is that of the novel, though a 
noteworthy change is made in that, after the discovery, Tancred 
sends for his daughter before he meets her lover—with this 
disadvantage, that, at the time of the interview, Oismond is not 
made aware of Guiscard’s imprisonment and impending fata 
The one important addition made by the English dramatists to 
Boccaccio’s story is the death of Tancred, and this is only 
announced as an intention in the action, though vre are informed 
parenthetically in the epilogue that he ‘now himself hath slayen.’ 
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In the later version of the tragedy which Wilmot prepared for 
publication, Tancred plucks out his eyes after the example of 
Oedipus and kills himself on the stage. The same elaboration 
of the horrible is to be noted in the dumb-show introducing the 
fifth act in the edition of 1591. 

Before this act was a dead march played, dtiring which entered on the 
stage Eennchio, Captain of the Guard, attended upon by the guard. They 
took up Guiscard from under the stage; then after Guiscard had kindly 
taken leave of them all, a strangling-cord was fastened about his neck, and 
he haled forth by them. Renuchio bewaileth it; and then, entering in, 
bringeth forth a standing cup of gold, with a bloody heart reeking hot in it, 
and then saith, ut sequitur. 

These dumb - sho%vs are realistic rather than allegorical in 
character, and set forth the action of the drama without words, 
as in the play within the play in Hamlet. In the earlier version, 
there are no dumb-shows, properly so called. Cupid opens the 
first and third acts, but this device of a prologue was taken, as we 
have seen, from Dolce, who also introduces Cupid and the shade 
of Sichaeus at the beginning of act ii of Didone, in obvious 
imitation of the fury Llegaera and the shade of Tantalus at the 
opening of Seneca’s Tliyestes. The English dramatists’ Megaera 
(act iv) might be suggested by this passage in Didone, in which 
she is mentioned by name, but, more probably, was taken from 
Seneca direct. The choruses are recited by four gentlemen of 
Salerne; and the versification turns back from the blank verse 
of Gorboduc and Jocasta to the older rimed measures—a re¬ 
trogression which Wilmot, in the later version, was at some pains 
to correct. Cupid comes down from heaven, and Megaera up 
from hell, marking a slight advance in stage machinery; and it 
appears from the last line of the revised edition that curtains 
were used. The scene is restricted to the court of Tancred’s 
palace and the chamber of Gismond lying immediately behind 
it—the chamber ‘within,’ which was afterwards to become a 
habitual resource of the popular stage—^but there is no attempt 
to observe the unity of time. The treatment of the plot, though 
poorly contrived, is episodical, and this is an important point, 
for it is characteristic of English tragedy that it aims at presenting 
the whole course of the action, in its inception, development and 
consequences, rather than a particular situation or crisis, as was 
the custom in Senecan tragedy, and its Italian and French 
imitations. The one merit of Gismond of Galerne is that it 
endeavours to present a romantic subject with something of the 
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gravity and dignity of classical tragedy. From tlie latter point of 
view, its superiority to its immediate predecessors, Damon and 
Pithias and Eorestes, is abundantly manifest; and, in both 
interest of theme and manner of treatment, it surpasses the 
earlier and more academic models. Gorhoduc is overweighted 
with political reflections, and the plot loses itself in abstrac¬ 
tions. Jocasta has the double disadvantage of a time-worn 
theme and frigid manner of presentation. Gismond of Salerne 
struck out a new path, in which later dramatists followed with 
infinitely greater art It seems a far cry from Gismond and 
Guiscard to the ‘ pair of star-cross’d lovers ’ of Shakespeare’s first 
Italian tragedy ; but the Gentlemen of the Inner Temple at least 
attempted what he achieved—to present the problem of human 
passion mh specie eternitatis. 

The most elaborate eflTort of its kind that has come down to 
us was the Gray’s inn entertainment presented to the queen in 
1588, of which The Misfortunes of Arthur, by Thomas Hughes, 
was the principal feature. The dumb-shows were more complex 
in their apparatus and allegorical significance than ever before, 
and, evidently, were regarded as of primary importance, for the 
title of the pamphlet contemporaneously published reads: Oertaine 
devises and shelves presented to her Majestie by the Gentlemen of 
Grayes-Inne at her Highnesse Court in Greenewich, the twenty 
eighth day of Fehniarie in the thirtieth yeare of her Majesties 
most happy Raigne, making no mention of the tragedy. ‘The 
dumbe showes,’ we are finally informed, 

were partly devised by Maister Gliristopher Yeiverton, Maister Fraancis 
Bacon, Maister John Lancaster and others, partly by the saide Maister 
Flower, who with Maister Penroodocke and the said Maister Lancaster 
directed these proceedings at Court. 

Alternative introductory and final speeches for Goiiois, and two 
alternative choruses, were provided by Flower, and the whole 
entertainment was prefaced by an elaborate introduction penned 
by Nicholas Trotte; in this, five gentlemen studente were 
presented to her majesty as captives by one of the muses, who 
assured the queen that 

since your sacred Majestie 
In gratious hands the regaU Scepter held 
All Tragedies are fled from State, to stadge. 

As this was in the interval between the execution of Mary queen 
of Scots and the coming of the Armada, the compliment was 
extravagant enough to satisfy even Elizabeth’s inordinate appetite 
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for flattery ; and, all tilings considered, it is no wonder that a few 
years later the queen said that Gray’s inn was ‘an House s^^ 
was much beholden unto, for that it did always study for son ® 
sports to present unto her.’ The study undertaken by Thrnl 
Hughes and h.s collabomtors in 1587-8 was no IHit m.? 
Following the e..ample of Saekville and Norton, Hughes fo^^^ 

LSiTv r and chose the same ma it 

auaority-Goofteyof Monmouth’s [listoria Itcgum JBrilannZ 

IS IS proved by the adoption of the main outlines of the storv 
as they are found in Geoffrey and of his forms of proper names— 
Ooilois, Igemiq Anne (Arthur’s sister), Cador, Gillamor, aieldrich 
Asclullus, Hoel, Angharad, Conan. But Hughes had recourse to 

“ 'vell-probably Malory’s MoL 

Catin 7?'' T - '“r “ Guenevora, Mordred 

Gaw n, not found in Geoffrey. The incestuous birth of MoS 

and the slaughter of Arthur and Mordred by each other’s hands’ 
je in Malory and not in Geoffrey, who dLribes Mordre/as 
Aithui s nephew. These additional horrors 
selected by Hughes in order to bring his theme up to the hill 
Senecan sensationalism. In this, he was following the classical 
radition of the time, and, no doubt, pleasing the que^^ 
blank verse translation from the Mercules Oetoe J^ s/ill nT 
seived m the Bodleian library, though, according to Warton it 
has no other recommendation but its rovalfv ’ TTn<yi i ’ 

scene! 

and linos .^88 are translated My Kus'^rf 
adeUrto thldT 

iniS «Pon it, and the words of the 

J or erring wives of Agamemnon, Hercules Oetaeus and 

^“t“d4d ;r T'"/ "T -‘--- the botwing t ^7 

(19-^7) there i^onlv^n'^®* .‘^‘^‘,7 Guonevora’s longest speech 
olaT^ouiM in L Pne (20), and that is a common- 

SST.? "ir rzs fir ,“r r 

nurse bnf w ^ Phaedra to her 

also put under % 

heingagain taken entirely from Seneca TiTf 
Mordred and Guenevorl in sce^r" i^rr™" tl^f 
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Acgisthus and Clytenincstra in Agcuneinnon j Conan, in the latter 
part of the scene, introduces some of the sententious precepts put 
into the mouth of Seneca in Octavia. Then the chorus, four in 
number according to established tradition, recite, each in turn, a 
six lined stanza: this division of the chorus, which occurs again in 
the dialogue of the fifth act, is the one innovation Hughes has 
introduced. 

It is hardly worth while to follow the dramatist in his 
borrowings through act ii (where they are almost as extensive) 
and through the rest of the play to the last lines of the 
epdogue, which still echo Seneca; but one feature which affected 
Elizabethan tragedy throughout its history may be noted. The 
earlier dramatists had attempted, without much success, to imitate 
Seneca’s stichomytliia. Hughes copied this staccato style of 
antithetical and epigrammatic dialogue very closely. The following 
lines, of which only the first is taken from Thyestes, may serve as 
an example: 

Cador. To rule is much. Arthur. Small if we covet naug-ht. 

Ca. Who covets not a Crowne? Ar. He that discernes 
The swoord aloft. Ca. That hangeth fast. Ar. But by 
A haire. Ca. Eight holdes it up. Ar. Wrong puls it downe. 

Ca. The Commons helpe the King. Ar. They sometimes hurt. 

This device is of frequent occurrence in later tragedy, and is 
sometimes very effectively used by Shakespeare, e.g. in the opening 
scenes of Micliard III and of Hamlet 

The characters of The Misfortunes of Arthur not only indulge 
freely in Senecan aphorisms, but are cast in the regular Senecan 
moulds. Mordred is the typical usurper, Guenevora the faithless 
wife, and the messengers, counsellors and confidants show few 
gleams of personality; but an exception must be made in the 
case of Arthur, who, perhaps, is the first well-conceived character 
of English academic tragedy. Of course, he utters many Senecan 
commonplaces, but he is not a merely conventional type. His 
inclination to deal gently wdth his son is finely contrasted with hist 
vigorous address to his troops when he is roused to action by 
hlordred s insolent message j and his lament over his son’s body 
has been justly admired, in spite of a touch here and there of 
Senecan rhetoric. His last words breathe a dignity and mystery 
not unworthy of the situation : 

Yea: though I Conquerour die, and full of Fame: 

Yet let my death and parture rest obscure. 

No grave I neede (0 Fates) nor buriall rights, 

Nor stately hearce, nor tombe with haughty topx)e: 
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Blit let my Carkasse lurk: yea, let my death 
Be ay imknowea, so that in every Coast 
I still he feard, and lookt for every houre. 

The blank verse of Hughes, though it is still monotonous, has 
more power and life than that of his predecessors; and it seems 
reasonable to regret that he did not rely more on his own efforts. 
If he had left himself free to develop his theme according to 
his own ideas, he would probably have filled a larger place in 
the history of English tragedy, though, no doubt, the Senecan 
patchwork he produced was more in accordance with the expecta¬ 
tions of his audience. 

It seems unnecessary to pursue the fortunes of the academic 
drama further here; it had given to the stage standards of regularity 
and dignity of which that stage was sorely in need, and it had 
bestowed upon tragedy the blank verse which was to become its re¬ 
cognised means of expression. We must now turn our attention to 
those players of ‘common Interludes in the Englishe tongue’ who 
were continually harried by the London civic authorities, and 
alternately repressed and encouraged by the queen. The organi¬ 
sation of strolling players and noblemen’s servants into regular 
companies, and the building of the first theatres, gave the drama 
the standing of a profession, and attracted to it university wits, 
who were soon to raise it to the dignity of an art. Whatever might 
be the amount of their Latin, popular dramatists were not without 
respect, according to their lights, for the authority of Seneca; 
they probably studied the tragedies at school, and were, perhaps, 
taught as Hoole, one of the masters at Rotherham, recommended, 
‘ how and wherein they may imitate them, and borrow something 
out of them.’ The translation of Tmne Tragedies published 
in 1581 gave even those devoid of classical lore the chance of 
making themselves acquainted with some, at least, of Seneca’s 
characteristics. Troas had appeared as early as 1559, and all the 
other plays except Thebais by 1566. Some, at any rate, of the 
versions were intended, as hTevyle says of Oedipus, for ‘tragicall 
and pompous showe upon stage,’ but it is not known whether 
they were ever acted. In any case, their influence upon writers 
for the popular stage is beyond doubt. It was not against the 
dramatists of the inns of court (they were university men and 
went to the original Latin, as their versions show) that Thomas 
Nashe, in the prefatory epistle to Greene’s Menaphon (1589), 
directed his jibe, ^Seneca let blond line by line and page by page, 
at length must iicedes die to our stage’; it was against ‘a sort of 
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shifting companions... that could scarcelie latinize their necke- 
verse if they should have neede.’ To these 

English Seneca read by candle light yeeldes manie good sentences, as Blond 
is a begger^ and so foorth: and if yon intreate him faire in a frostie morning, 
he will affoord you whole Hamlets^ 1 should say handfulls of tragical 
speaches. 

It is not easy to give chapter and verse in support of N’ashe’s 
accusation—he was too reckless a controversialist to be able 
always to prove his statements by detailed evidence—but the 
general inference to be made from his attack upon contemporary 
dramatists is beyond question. Kyd, Marlowe and Marston saved 
their credit as scholars by quoting Seneca in the original, but the 
first-named—and he is probably the particular object of E’ashe’s 
invective—also copied from Seneca without acknowledgments 
All three were indebted to him for the type of sensational and 
rhetorical tragedy which they made popular, and smaller men, whose 
work has now perished, would be no less affected. Elizabethan 
tragedy adopted not only Seneca’s five acts, and occasionally his 
choruses, his stock characters—especially the prologuising ghost ^ 
—and his philosophical commonplaces, but his exaggerated 
passions, his crude horrors and his exuberant rhetoric. In the 
induction to A warimig for Faire Women (1599) —a play which, 
itself, is an example of the faults it condemns—the typical 
Elizabethan tragedy is described as telling 

How some damn’d tyrant to obtain a crown 
Stabs, hangs, impoisons, smothers, eutteth throats: 

And then a Chorus, too, comes howling in 
And tells us of the worrying of a eat: 

Then, too, a filthy whining ghost, 

Lapt in some foid sheet, or a leather pilch. 

Comes screaming like a pig half stick’d, 

And cries, Vindicta l—Berenge, Eevenge! 

Fortunately, more wholesome influences were brought to bear 
on the popular stage by the renewed interest in English history 
■which followed the national triumph over the Armada, and which 
the publication of chronicles enabled dramatists to gratify. 
Thomas Legge’s Richardus Tertius, acted at St John’s college, 
Cambridge, in 1573, 1579 and 1582 (if all the dates in the MSS are 

^ See Boas, F. S., The Works of Thomas Kyd, introduction, pp. xvii, xxiv, sxxii, 
xxxiv—XXXV, xlv; Otto, M., Der Stil in Thomas Kyds Originaldramen (Berlin, 1905); 
MacCallum, M. W., ‘The Authorship of the Early Hamlet,’ An English Miscellany 
presented to Dr Furnivall (1901). 

® See Moorman, F. W., ‘The Pre-Shatsperean Ghost,* The Modern Language 
Review, vol. i, p. 85 (Jan. 1906). 
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correct), is a remarkable early example of the treatment, after the 
Senecan maimer, of a subject taken from comparatively recent 
national history. This, in itself, distinguishes it from earlier Latin 
plays, such as Buchanan s JephtJies and JoJiannes Baptistes and 
Grimoald’s AfcUpropheta, which treated scriptural subjects after 
the classical model, and from later tragedies, such as Gager’s 
which were classical both in matter and formb But, in spite of the 
numerous manuscripts in which Richardus Tertms has come down 
to us, and the references to it by Harington, Nashe and Meres, 
Chuichill, in his excellent treatise on the subject^, seems to imply 
too much when he says that ‘to Legge was due the turning of the 
drama in England in an entirely new direction.’ The character of 
the earliest surviving history plays in the vernacular suggests that 
the impulse to their composition was not academic but popular, 
and their models not classical tragedy, at first or second hand,' 
but miracle-plays, the methods of which they apply to national 
istory, as had been done in France more than a century 
before. The Famous Victories of Henry the fifth (printed 1598 
mid acted before 1588), by common consent the earliest example, 
though, doubtless, it is later in date than Richardus Tertius 
departs as widely as possible from classical standards in its 
utter formlessness, its lack not only of choruses but of acts, its 
combination of comic and serious interests, its mixture of prose 
with indifferent verse. The TrouUesome Raigne of King John 
(printed 1591), considered by A. W. Ward ‘the best example of the 
chronicle history pure and simple,’ has nothing classical about 
It except a few scraps of Latin, mainly introduced for comic 
effect. It apeals, with a good deal more art than the preceding 
play, though there is stiU much to seek on this score, to the 
had^hitherto found dramatic expression 
. y the folk-play. In the address ‘To the gentlemen readers ’ 
(pven in the editip of 1591, but omitted in that of 1611 reprinted 
V*’ T ‘^^^^^tist frankly makes this patriotic interest 

his first claim for attention : 

You that with friendly grace of smoothed brow 
Mave entertained the Scythian Tamburlame, 

And given applause unto an Infidel: 

Touchsafe to welcome (with like curtesie) 
war "e Christian and your Countreyman, 

Engknds^to^der^^Lh’dfr lateinischen UniversitSts-Dratnen 

» ‘Eicbard the Third up to Shakespeare,’ Palaestra, vol. x (1900). 
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But the real hero of the play, as of that which Shakespeare 
founded on it, is the bastard Fawconbridge, who is given due 
prominence in the title, and whose character is developed with a 
good deal of spirit and skilP. On the whole, however, the artistic 
merits of the play have been exaggerated by recent critics ; blank 
verse, rime and prose are used with the same careless facility, 
and ‘ the scenes follow one another without any attempt at dramatic 
construction/ But in it, as in the earlier play, we catch the first 
tones of the voice of Elizabethan England to which Shakespeare 
gave fuller and nobler expression in the historical dramas founded 
on these first rude attempts^: 

Let England live but true within it selfe, 

And all the world can never wrong her State. 

« « ¥ « * 

If Englands Peeves and people joyne in one, 

Nor Pope, nor Praunce, nor Spaine can doo them wrong. 

Apart from the use made of it by Shakespeare, The True 
Chronicle History of King Leir, and his three daughters, 
Gonorill, Ragan, and Cordelia (printed 1605 and probably acted 
1594^) has an interest of its own, though few will be found to 
subscribe to the opinion^ that ‘the whole of this old drama is 
incomparably and in every respect superior to Shakespeare s 
adaptation.’ But it may be freely admitted that the old play 
is well contrived, and written in a light, easy style which is not 
unpleasing. In spite of its absurd disguises and coincidences, it 
is an organic whole, and not a mere succession of events taken 
haphazard from the chronicle, its main sources being, indeed, 
Warner, Mirror for Magistrates and The Faerie Queene. The 
contrast between the bearing of Cordelia and her sisters is made 
more natural by the fact that they have an advantage over her 
in being informed beforehand that they will lose nothing by com¬ 
pliance with their father’s test of afiection; and the characters 

1 The most striking episode, at the opening of the play, was apparently adapted by 
the dramatist, with additions of his own, from a story told by Hall and Stow of the 
bastard Dunois of Orleans. See Boswell-Stone, W. G., Shakespeare's Eolinshed, 

pp. 48—50. . • j 

® The same comment might be made on the pre-Shakespearean Richard II, printed 
in Shakespeare Jahrhuch, 1899 (vol. xxxv), and commended by Boas in Fortnightly 
Review, vol. lxxviii (1902), pp. 391—404, for ‘its breadth of canvass, its insight into 
popular feeling, and its abundant comic relief. 

s On this point see Perrett, W,, ‘The Story of King Lear,’ Palaestra, vol. xxx’«' 
and Law, E. A., Publications of the Modem Language Association of America, vol. xir, 
pp. 462-477 (190G). 

* Leo Tolstoi, in Fortnightly Review, Jan. 1907, vol. Lxxxvn, p. 6b. 
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are clearly, though not deeply, conceived. There is a solitary 
Senecan aphorism (‘For fear of death is worse than death itself’); 
but the play is free, alike from the tedious commonplaces of 
academic tragedy, and from the extravagant rhetoric which 
Tamhurlame had brought into vogue. This is partly due to 
the dramatist’s vein of humour, not always duly restrained, but 
seasoned with salt enough to withstand the changes of time. 
Occasionally, he seems to criticise the absurdity of his own 
dramatic expedients. There is more point than was, perhaps, 
apparent to the author in Mumford’s comment upon the disguised 
king’s extraordinary speed in the wooing of Cordelia : 


Have Palmere weeds such power to win fayi’e Ladies? 
Fayth, then I hope the next that falles is myne: 

Upon condition I no worse might speed, 

1 would for ever weare a Palmers weed. 

I like an honest and playne dealing wench, 

That sweares (without exceptions) I will have you. 

These soppets, that know not whether to love a man or no, 
except they first go aske their mothers leave, by this hand, I 
hate them ten tymes worse then poyson. 

King. 

What resteth then our happinesse to procure? 

Mumford. 

Fayth, go to Church, to make the matter sure. 

King. 

It shall be so, because the world shall say, 

King Levs three daughters were wedded in one day s 
The celebration of this happy chaunce. 

We will deferre, untill we come to Fraunce. 


Mumford. 

I like the wooing, that’s not long a doing. 

Well, for her sake, I know what 1 know: 

lie never marry whilest I live. 

Except I have one of these Brittish Ladyes, 

My humour is alienated from the mayds of Fraunce. 

The Lamentable Tragedie of Locrine (bfeidg set foorth, 
o'verseene and corrected. By W. 1595) is a play of unusual 
mterest, not only because of the questions of authorship it raises, 
but because of its combination of the diverse streams of influence 
to which the drama was by this time subject It adopts the dumb* 
shows of academic tragedy, with At4 as chorus ; it has two ghosts 
and a duplicated revenge motive; the opening scene is imitated 
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from Gorhoduc) and there are numerous transcripts from Seneca'. 
But it has also a large and lively comic element and a good 
deal of stage fighting, and it borrows freely from Kyd, Marlowe, 
Greene, Peele and Lodge, and from Spenser’s Complaints (entered 
in the Stationers’ register 29 December 1590, and containing, in 
The Ruines of Time, a reference to the death of Sir Francis 
Walsingham, 6 April 1590), The dramatist has been accused 
of borrowing from another play, very similar in style. The First 
part of the Tragicall raigne of Selimus (printed 1594); but, in this 
case, the obligation seems to be the other way. The contributions 
to this interesting controversy have been numerous and varied. 
Tieck marked a number of parallels between Locrine and 
Spenser’s Complaints in his copy of the fourth folio of Shake¬ 
speare; but these were first published, with a few additions by 
R. Brotanek, in 1900^. P. A. DanieP had already drawn attention 
to the almost identical passages in Locrine and Selimus. Charles 
Crawford, who had undertaken the same investigation at the 
instigation of Grosart, charged the author of Locrine with 
wholesale ‘ cribbing ’ from Selimus, supporting the accusation with 
an elaborate array of parallel passages ^ Emil Koeppel’s attention 
was called to Crawford’s articles by a summary of them published 
in the Shahespeare Jahrhuch ; and, after an examination of the 
text, he arrived at an exactly opposite conclusion, viz. that 
Selimus borrowed from Locrine^. The same conclusion had 
been reached independently by F. G. Hubbard of the university 
of Wisconsin, and has since been supported by him with further 
evidence in a paper to which he kindly gave the present writer 
access before its publication. It is pointed out that the comic 
scene in Locrine^, which is paralleled in Selimus, stands alone 
in the latter play, while, in Locrine, there is much other low 
humour of the same kind in connection with the same characters, 
Hubbard adds to this argument in favour of the priority of 
Locrine some important considerations with reference to the lines 

^ Cf. the passage in the second scene beginning (11, 68—9) 

But what so ere the fates determind have, 

It lieth not in us to disannull, 
with Oedipus 1001—16 : Fatis agimur : cedite fatis. 

® Beihlatt zur Anglia, vol, xx, pp, 202— ■'I. 

® In a letter to The Atheneeum of 16 April 1898, p. 512. 

* In a series of papers contributed to Notes and Queries in 1901 (Ser, ix, vol. vii). 

® Koeppel’s paper was published in Jahrhuch for 1905 (vol. xiu, pp. 193—200). See, 

also, Churton Collins, J., The Flays and Poems of Eobert Greene, vol. i, pp. 61—67; 
Tucker Brooke, 0. F., The Shakespeare Apocrypha, pp. xvi—xx; Malone Society CoU 
lections (1908), part ii, pp. 108—110. As to Locrine, al.post, chap, x, and as to Selimus, 
chap. VI. 

* Act XV, so. 2. 
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in both plays taken from Spenser’s Complaints. Loerine has 
many such lines not found in Selimus, but (with the possible 
exception of a single line) Selimus has nothing from the Com¬ 
plaints not found in Loerine. Moreover, one of these borrowed 
lines in Selimus is followed by five other lines not found in 
the Complaints, but found in Loerine. A consideration of the 
whole passage in Loerine and its relation to the parallel lines 
in Selimus and the Complaints bears out the contention that the 
borrowings from the Complaints in Selimus were made through 
Locrine\ The following parallels in the two plays show that the 

* The Ruines of Rome, 149—160 ; 

Then gan that Nation, th’ earths new giant brood, 

*To dart abroad the thunder bolts of warre, 

*And, beating downe these walls with furious mood 
Into her mothers bosome, all did marre; 

To th’ end that none, all were it Jove his sire, 

Should boast himselfe of the Eomane Empire. 

XII 

Like as whilome the children of the earth 
*Heapt hils on hils to scale the starrie skie. 

And fight against the gods of heavenly berth, 

Whiles Jove at them his thunderbolts let file; 

All suddenly with lightning overthrowne, 

•The furious squadrons downe to ground did fall 

(The lines copied are marked with an asterisk.) 

Loerine, 800—811; 

How bravely this yoong Brittain Albnnact 
"tDarteth abroad the thunderbolts of warre, 

Beating downe millions with his furious moode; 

And in his glorie triumphs over all, 
tMo[w]ing the massie squadrants of the ground; 
tHeape hiUs on hills, to scale the starrie skie, 
fWTien Briareus armed with an hundreth hands 
fFloong forth an hundreth mountains at great Jove, 
tAnd when the monstrous giant Monichus 
tHurld mount Olimpus at great Mars his targe, 
tAnd shot huge csedars at Minervas shield. 

(The lines copied in Selimw &xe marked with a dagger.) 

Selivim, 415, 416 ; ! 

Ide dart abroad the thunderbolts of warre, 

And mow their hartlesse squadrons to the ground. 

Selimus, 2423--9: 

As those old earth-bred brethren, which once 
Heaps hill on hill to scale the starrie skie. 

When Briareus arm’d with a hundreth hands, 

Flung forth a hundreth mountaines at great Jove, 

And when the monstrous giant Monichus 
Hurld mount Oimpu® at great Afar® his targe. 

And darted cedars at Minervas shield. 
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antlior of the later drama outlieroded Herod in the current 
practice of plagiarism: 

Locrine, 1303—6 ; 

Where I may dainne, condemne and ban my fill. 

The heavens, the hell, the earth, the aire, the fire, 

And utter curses to the concave skie, 

Which may infect the aiery regions, 

Selimus, 1803—5 : 

Now Bajazet will ban another while, 

And utter curses to the concave skie, 

Which may infect the regions of the ayi-e, 

Locrine, 793—6 : 

And but thou better use thy bragging blade, 

Then thou doest rule thy overflowing toong, 

Superbious Brittaine, thou shalt know too soon© 

The force of Humber and his Scithians. 

Selimus, 2457—60 : 

But thou eanst better use thy bragging blade, 

Then thou canst rule thy overflowing tongue, 

Soone shalt thou know that Selims mightie arme 
Is able to overthrow poore Tonombey. 

All this does not help us much as to the authorship of the 
two plays, except negatively. It seems fairly certain that they 
were not written by the same man, for it is unlikely that even 
an Elizabethan dramatist would repeat himself to the extent 
indicated above, and, as Crawford pointed out, Selimus has 
numerous borrowings from The Faerie Qiieene, while Locrine has 
none. The light thrown on the respective dates of the two plays 
is more significant. Locrine, in its present shape, cannot have 
been completed before 1591, when Spenser’s Complaints was 
published. Subsidiary proof of this is found by Hubbard in the 
line near the end of act v, ‘One mischief follows on another’s 
neck,’ apparently copied from Tamred and Gismund (pub. 1591, 
with prefatory letter dated 8 August 1591) — ‘One mischief 
brings another on his neck’—a line not given in the earlier MS 
version of the play. Selimus was later than Locrine, from which 
it copied, and, as Greene died on 3 September 1592, this brings the 
issue of his authorship of the play within narrow limits. The dates 
also disprove Crawford’s theory that Selimus was Marlowe’s first 
play. 

It is remarkable that, at this late date, when new and potent 
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influences had begun to work upon English tragedy, a writer for 
the popular stage should retain characteristic features of the type 
of tragedy which the dramatists of the inns of court had founded 
upon the model of Seneca and his Italian imitators. Some of these 
features—the ghost and the revenge motive, sensational horrors 
and rhetorical exaggerations, philosophical reflections and highly 
polished lyrical or descriptive passages—became permanent char¬ 
acteristics, for good or ill, of Elizabethan tragedy. Other elements 
were^ taken from other sources; and, no doubt, it is well to keep 
in mind that, after the establishment of public theatres, writers 
of tragedies and historical plays gave their main attention to 
popular taste and national tradition, not to the classical authori¬ 
ties held in esteem in the universities and the inns of court, from 
which English tragedy had received its first bent. But, in theory, 
at any rate, the playwrights still honoured classical precepts and 
example; and their practice, though it departed widely from 
classical models, was not so lawless as it would have been without 
t IS restraining force. The valuable part of the Elizabethan 
inheritance from the classics in tragedy was, indeed, not that which 
lies on the surface—such mechanical devices as the use of the 
chorus and the division into five acts, the ghost and other exag¬ 
gerated horrors; it was something more subtle and diflScult to 
trace—the conception of a real, though not a formal, unity of 
interest, dignity of persons and decorum of styla 
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EARLY ENGLISH COMEDY 

One of the leading notes of medieval literature in all its forms 
is its impersonality. Its most characteristic products of romance 
or saga or song bear the impress, not of an individual writer’s art, 
but of the collective genius of a nation or an epoch. This is 
equally true of medieval drama, both of those scriptural and 
allegorical plays by which the church sought at once to entertain 
and edify all classes, and of the farces which, in continental 
countries, were a still more spontaneous product of the popular 
instinct for the theatre. Thus, it is a sign of the passing of the 
old order, when the historian of the English stage is for the first 
time confronted, not by the shadowy and elusive forms of the 
writers to whom we owe the miracles and earlier morality plays, 
but by the authentic figure of a dramatist the record of whose 
career is still in part extant in letters, legal documents and state 
archives. 

John Hey wood was born towards the close of the fifteenth 
century, in 1497 or 1498. In a letter to Burghley from Malines 
(18 April 1575), he speaks of himself as seventy-eight years of age. 
E. P. Droeshout, a Jesuit father, in a manuscript Histoire de la 
Compagnie de J^sus d Anvers^, speaks of him in April 1578 as 
a ‘vieillard octog4naire! J. Pitseus says that he was born in 
London; and, as Pitseus was well acquainted with Heywood’s 
younger son, Jasper, the statement may be accepted as correct. 
At an early age^, Heywood entered the royal service, probably as a 
chorister. On 6 January 1514—15, he is set down in the Book of 
Payments of Henry YIII as receiving ‘wages per day,’ and, in 
1519, he appears as a ‘singer.’ In 1526, he received, as a ‘player 

^ See Bang, W., ‘Acta Anglo-Lovaniensla: John Heywood und sein Kreis,’ 
Englisehe Studien, vol. xsxvra, pp. 234—250. From manascript and documentary 
sources Bang has thrown valuable new light upon Heywood’s relationships, and upon 
his later years in the Netherlands. 

* [See addenda.] 

E. L. V 7 
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of the virginals,’ the quarterly wage of £6. 13s. 4d, and, between 
1538 and 1542, he is mentioned frequently in the same capacity at 
a much lower salary. But, evidently, he was also engaged in other 
ways. In January 1536/7, his servant was paid 20d for bringing 
princess Mary’s ‘regalles’ (hand-organ) from London to Green¬ 
wich; and, in March of the following year, 40s. were paid him for 
playing an interlude with his ‘children’ before the princess. These 
‘children’ probably belonged to the song-school of St Paul’s 
cathedral. 

Heywood is said to have been introduced to the princess by 
Sir Thomas More. He belonged to More’s circle by virtue of 
his marriage with Eliza Rastell, though the details of the relation¬ 
ship are often incorrectly given. More’s sister, Elizabeth, married 
John Rastell, lawyer and printer. Their daughter Eliza became 
Heywood’s wife, and their elder son, William, was the printer of 
two or more of his comediesb In his combination of orthodoxy 
with love of letters and with zeal for practical reform, and of exu- 
^rant gaiety of spirit with the constancy of martyrdom to his faith 
Heywood was a true kinsman, in spirit as well as in fact, of the 
author of Utopia. His religious convictions brought him into 
seiious danger more than once in the later years of Henry VIII and 
under Edward VI; but with the accession of Mary his fortunes rose 
to their highest point. At her coronation, he sat in a pageant 
under a vine against the school in St Paul’s churchyard. In 1553 
he presented a play of children at court. In 1558, Mary granted 
him a lease of the manor of Bolmer and other lands in Yorkshire- 
but her death, later in the year, drove him and others of his circle 
to the continent, where he settled at Malines. The state papers 
ot the ensuing period contain a number of references to him in 
his exile; his letter to Burghley of April 1575, in which he thanks 
him for ordering the arrears from his land at Romney to be paid 
him, has already been mentioned. In the following year, as has 
recently been shown from manuscript sources 2 , he was brought by 
is eldest son, Elizaeus, to the Jesuit coUege at Antwerp, where 

attain K Whitsuntide, the college was 

attacked by a mob. Its members, including the two Heywoods, 

were expelM and, after perilous experiences, found refuge at 
Louvain. Here, presumably, he remained till his death; but there 
^ no further record till 1587, when he is spoken of by Thomas 
Newton as ‘dead and gone.’ 

^ Seeposi, p. 92. 

Ses Englische Studien, vol, xxxviii, pp. 23C 237, 
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Thus, in actual span of years, Heywood's diversified career 
lasted to tlie eve of, and may possibly have extended into, the 
decade when Shakespeare’s chief predecessors were in Ml dramatic 
activity. But his extant plays all belong to the reign of Henry VIII, 
and four of these (including two assigned to Mm on general 
internal evidence) were printed in 1533. Thus, they date from a 
period when the morality was still a popular dramatic form, 
though often with a theological, political, or educational trend. 
It is Heywood’s distinctive achievement that in his plays he 
dispenses with allegorical machinery and didactic aim, and gives 
a realistic representation of contemporary citizen types. His 
‘ new and very mery enterludes,’ as they are designated on the title- 
pages, therefore bring us far on the road towards fully developed 
comedy, though action and individual characterisation are still, 
for the most part, lacking; and it becomes a problem of firstrate 
interest for the historian of the drama whether Heywood’s de¬ 
cisive innovation in theatrical methods was or was not due to 
foreign influences. The traditional view has been that he was the 
lineal successor of the writers of moralities; that, whereas some 
of them had introduced low life scenes under a transparent disguise 
of allegory, Heywood had taken the further step of dispensing 
with disguise entirely. According to this theory, the native 
English drama developed by an inner organic impulse from the 
Biblical to the allegorical phase, and thence to the ‘human 
comedy ’ of Heywood. 

But recent investigations indicate that Heywood’s novel type 
of play was influenced by foreign models ; that his stimulus came, 
not mainly from the realistic elements in the moralities, but from 
the soties or farces which had long been popular in France h 
If similar productions existed to any wide extent in medieval 
England, of which there is no proof, they have left only one 
survival, the fragmentary Interludium de Glerico et Puella^. In any 
case, he could not have had any difficulty in familiarising himself 
with part of the repertory of the contemporary French stage. 
During the earlier Tudor reigns, there was active intercourse 
between the courts on both sides of the Channel. There is 
official record of visits of ‘Frenche Pleyers’ in 1494 and 1495, 
and of ‘ 6 Mynstrells of France ’ about fourteen years later. No 
documentary evidence of similar visits in Henry VIIFs reign has 

^ See, especially, Young, K., ‘Influence of French Faroe upon John Heywood,’ 
jHodem PAi'ZoZopt/, vol. n, pp. 97—124. 

® Cf. ante, chaps, n and III. 
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yet been found, but they probably took place, and the story of 
Maistre Fierre Patelin had found its way into English at least as 
early as 1535. And between three plays traditionally assigned to 
Heywood and three French works, as is shown more fully below, 




While the fact of the relationship betw^een Hey wood’s inter¬ 
ludes and Gallic/arce may, therefore, be taken as generally proved, 
definite statements on details are hazardous, partly because of the 
uncertainty of dates, and partly because the canon of Heywood’s 
plays cannot be fixed beyond dispute. Two interludes, The Flay 
of the wether and A play of love, were first printed by William 
Rastell in 1533 and 1534^ respectively, and have Heywood’s name 
on the title-page. The Play called the foure P.P., is assigned to 
him in the three editions issued by W. Myddleton, W. Copland 
and J. AUde, of which only the last (1569) is dated. A Dialogue 
concerning Witty and Witless is preserved in a British Museum 
manuscript ending ‘Amen John Heywood.’ In addition to 
these four unquestionably authentic plays, two others were printed 
by William Rastell: A mery Flay hetwene the pardoner and the 
frere, the curate and neyhour Pratte, in 1533, and A mery play 
betwene Johan the hushande Johan Tyb his wyfe c& syr Jhdn the 
preest in 1533/4. A. W. Pollard was the first to lay stress on 
the fact that these pieces, though always attributed to Heywood, 
do not bear his name^ They may, however, be assigned to him 
with reasonable certainty, as it is highly improbable that there 
were two dramatists at work, closely akin in style and technique, 
and both issuing plays simultaneously through Rastell’s press^. 

Of the undisputed plays, three, Witty and Witless, Love and 
Wether, form an allied group. They are dialogues or debats 
discussing a set theme. Their method is forensic rather than 
dramatic, in the strict sense; it is the method which, in the next 
century, was to be glorified in the verbal fence between Comus and 
the Lady, and in the dialectics of the fallen angels in Milton’s Pande¬ 
monium. Witty and is the most primitive of the gi’oup. 

James and John dispute wdiether it is better ‘to be a fool or a 
wise man.’ James, who is far the more fluent in argumentation, 
wins a paradoxical victory on behalf of the fool by proving that 

i See bibUography to this chapter. » Gayley, 4?. E. C., pp. 6 and 10. 

® Pollard points out (loc. cit. p. 6) that the omission of Heywood’s name in the two 
anonymously printed comedies ‘ is fairly well accounted for by the fact that in The 
Ploy of Love, and Play of the wether Rastell printed the title and dvainatis personae 
on a separate leaf, whereas in The pardoner and the frere and Johan the hushande, eta., 
there is only a head title.’ 
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he has not to toil for his living, that he is free from mental pain 
and that he is secure of the greatest of aU pleasures—salvatioa 
But, just as John confesses defeat, Jerome enters the lists; he 
retrieves the day for ‘wytty’ by driving James to admit that a 
reasonable man is better than a beast, while the Svyttles’ and 
the beast are one and the same. Many of the arguments of 
James have their counterpart in Erasmus’s Encomium Moriae", 
but there is a still closer parallel to his debate with John in the 
French Dyalogm du fol et du sage. This Dyalogue was pro¬ 
bably represented at the court of Louis XII, and may w^ell have 
been Heywood’s model, though the Socratic conclusion in which 
Jerome demonstrates the superiority of ‘ wytty ’ is the English 
writer’s own addition. 

No source has as yet been traced for Love. Like Witty and 
Witless, it is a debate on an abstract theme. The Lover not 
Loved and the Woman Loved not Loving contend as to who 
suffers the greater pain, while a parallel argument on pleasure 
takes place between the Lover Loved and Neither Lover nor 
Loved. Each pair ask the other to adjudicate upon their claims, 
with the banal result that the first couple are declared to have 
equal pain and the second to have equal pleasure. The aigu- 
mentation is spun out to an insuflerable length; but Love is not 
merely a formal disputation like Witty and Witless. There is 
the crucial difference that the four characters, for all their un- 
couthly abstract nomenclature, give voice to their own experiences 
and emotions. Lover not Loved, in especial, speaks at times with 
a genuinely personal accent of pain. Neither Loved nor Loving 
tells with humorous gusto the tale of how he was beaten at the 
game of moccum moccdbitur by an artful ‘sweeting. Later, 
he contributes the one dramatic episode in the interlude. ^ He 
‘ cometh in running suddenly about the place among the audience 
with a high copper tank on his head full of squibs fired, crying 
water 1 water ! fire ! fire ! fire ! ’ and sends the Lover Loved into 
a swoon with a false alarm that his mistress has been burnt to 
death. It is noticeable that, while the central part of the play 
is written in couplets, the earlier sections are in rime royal, and 
that Hey wood reverts to this in the closing speeches, in which the 
religious moralising was suitable to Christmastide, when Love was 
evidently performed. 

The Play of the ivetker has similar metrical characteristics. 
Jupiter’s opening and closing speeches are in rime royal, and the 
rest of the play is in couplets, save for occasional quatrains. 
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The interlude was written for an evening entertainment at court 
or in some nobleman’s halP, and introduces no less than teii 
personages—much the largest number that occurs in any of 
Heywoods works. He thus has an opportunity of sketchino- 
varied^ types, from the solemn and sententious Jupiter to his 
‘cryer/ the Vice, Mery-reporte, a bouncing self-confident roo-ue 
with an ungovernably free tongue. Mery-reporte’s by-play*as 
the characters are successively introduced, furnishes an element 
of action lacking in the interludes discussed above. But, in spite 
of its wider range. Wether belongs to the same type as Witty 
and Witless and Love. It has no development of plot, but 
presents, in turn, representative exponents of divergent vieU on 
a debateable theme. Here it is the problem of the management 
of the weather, which a ‘parlyament’ of gods and goddesses, with 
the characteristic complaisance of a Tudor legislature, has ‘holly 
surrendryd’ to the autocrat Jupiter, who, also in accord with 
Tudor precedent, consults the opinion of ‘all maner people’ 
before taking action. The ‘gentylman’ wants dry and windless 
weather suitable for hunting; the merchant begs for variable, 
but not violent, winds; the ranger of woods is anxious for ‘good 
rage of blustryng and blowynge.’ The water-miller wants rain 
which will not fall while the wind blows; the wind-miller com¬ 
plains that there is ‘ such revell of rayne ’ that it destroys the 
wind. These two bpthren of the craft are not content, like the 
other petitioners, with making their appeal to the god. They 
have an altercation on the merits of wind and water, to which 
^ pungency and realism not often found in a 
mbat. There are high words, too, between the ‘gentylwoman,’ 
whojould banish the sun, lest it should ruin her complexion, and 
the launder,’ who wants it to shine always, in order to dry clothes 

that can play,’ 

with his delightful plea: 


All my pleasure is in catehynge of byrdes, 

snow-ballys and throwy^g the same; 

^ ’^’hyche purpose to have set in frame, 

y my godfather god I wolde fayne have spoken, 

iJesyi’ynge hym to have sent me by some token 

A here I myghte have had great frost for my pytfallys, 

And plente of snow to make my snow-ballys. 

Japito heard that ‘god almighiy,’ i. 

Was com from heven, by his owne accorde. 

This nyght to suppe here wyth my lorde. 
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This onys had, boyes lyvis be such as no man leddys. 

0, to se my snow ballys light on my felowes heddys, 

And to here the byi-des how they flycker theyr w^yngcs 
In the pytfale! I say yt passeth all thynges. 

Jupiter, finally, declares that all the petitioners shall have in turn 
the weather that they have asked for. And, in the didactic vein 
of a lecturer on economics, he points the moral of the mutual 
dependence of all classes: 

There is no one craft can preserve man so, 

But by other craftes, of necessyte. 

He must have myche parte of his commodyte. 

The first edition of The, Play called the foure P.P. was not 
published till more than ten years after Rasteli’s edition of Wether. 
The presumption, therefore, is that, of the two plays, The foure 
P. P. is the later though the internal evidence is inconclusive. It 
contains a smaller and less diversified range of characters—the 
‘palmer, pardoner, potycary and pedler,’ from whom it takes its 
title; the structure is less compact, and the versification, which 
consists almost throughout of couplets with four stresses in each 
line, has not so much variety. On the other hand, the verve and 
pungent humour of. the most notable passages are unequalled by 
Wether or any other of Heywood’s undoubted interludes, and the 
climax to the triangular duel which forms the main episode of The 
foure P. P. is an effective piece of dramatic technique. 

The opening wrangle between the palmer, the pardoner and 
the ’potycary on the merits of their respective vocations is in 
Ileywood’s characteristic manner. The entry of the light-hearted 
pedler—a true fore-runner of Autolycus—with his well filled pack, 
turns the talk into a more broadly humorous vein, ending in a 
song. The newcomer is then asked to decide between the claims 
of the three rivals, but he modestly declines to Judge ‘in maters 
of weyght.’ As, however, he has some skill in lying, and, as lying 
is their ‘coraen usage,’ he offers to pronounce upon their rela¬ 
tive merits in this respect. After some preliminary skirmishing, 
in which the pardoner vaunts the virtues of his remarkable assort¬ 
ment of relics, and the ’potycary those of his equally wonderful 
collection of medicines, the pedler proposes that each shall tell a 
tale as a test of his powers of falsification. Though these tales 
are not organically related to the preceding dialogue, they give 
Heywood an opportunity for the display of his remarkable narra¬ 
tive faculty at its best. The ’potycary’s tale is coarse; but, regarded 
from the point of view of a Munchausen romance, it is a capital 
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piece of writing. It is far outdone, however, by the pardoner’s 
story of his visit to hell to rescue the soul of his friend, Margery 
Coorson, wdio had died during his absence. No such masterpiece 
of humorous narrative had appeared in England since Chaucer 
ceased to write, though the grimly grotesque vein of the recital 
is entirely Heywood’s own. The description of the anniversary 
festival of Lucifer’s fall, when all the devils appeared in gala 
dress: 

Theyr homes well-gylt, theyr clowes full dene, 

Theyr taylles wellkempt, and, as I wene, 

With sothery butter thej'^r bodyes anoynted; 

the account of Lucifer’s audience to the pardoner, with the inter¬ 
change of courtesies, and the formal compact that Margery may 
go free if the pardoner will undertake that ‘there come no mo’ 
women to hell—all these are combined in a chiaroscuro treatment 
unequalled of its kind till, in Byron’s Vision of Judgment, it was 
applied to a similar theme, with added touches of sublimity and 
saeva indignatio. The pardoner’s tale gives the palmer his chance. 
He cannot understand 

That women in hell such shrewes can be, 

And here so gentyll, as farre as I se. 

He has known five hundred thousand women; 

Yet in all places where I have ben 
Of all the women that I have sene, 

I never sawe nor knewe in my consyens 
Any one woman out of paciens. 

Such an unheard-of statement startles rivals and judge alike into 
involuntary exclamations: 

’Pot. By the masse, there is a great lye. 

Paed. I never harde a greater, by our lady, 

Ped. a greater! nay, knowe ye any so great? 

The palmer, manifestly, is the victor, and the situation should have 
been rounded off in a few lines. But the pedler spins it out by 
the prolix manner of his adjudication, and by his final homily on 
matters of conduct and faith. 

Were Heywood’s place in dramatic history to be determined 
pmrely by his indisputable works, it would be matter of doubt 
whether he had not chosen the wrong channel for his great gifts. 
His narrative pow'ers might have made him the last and most 
brilliant of Chaucer s successors, while his services to the stage, 
great as they were, would be limited by his inability to portray action. 
But, if The pardoner and the frere and Johan Johan are placed 
to his credit, the range of his achievement is materially widened. 
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The Pardoner and the Frere 

It must be allowed that both plays differ largely from Heywood’s 
acknowledged pieces in one respect. The latter all end, as has 
been seen, upon an edifying note; but in The pardoner and 
the frere and Johan Johan, scoundrels and sinners go off 
triumphant. This, however, may be due to the influence of 
French farce; while, in general conception of character, in handling 
of metre and in peculiarities of vocabulary and nomenclature^ 
there is close afiinity between the two plays and Heywood’s 
dialogues and interludes, especially The foure P.P. The balance 
of evidence is in favour of his authorship of the anonymous pieces. 

The opening of The pardoner and the frere, the curate and 
neyhour Pratte, where the two worthies set forth their claims and 
credentials, is strikingly parallel to that of The foure P. P. But 
here, the pardoner, in opposition to the evangelical pretensions of 
the frere, emphasises his papal commission to the utmost. And 
the dialogue method reaches its culminating point of humorous 
effectiveness in an amusing scene where, after each line of the 
frere’s charity sermon, his rival interjects an appeal to the congre¬ 
gation to contribute to the restoration of the chapel of *swete 
saynte Leonardo,’ and to earn the remission of sins promised by 
the papal bull. This indirect process of recrimination is varied by 
bouts of direct personal abuse, till the quarrel reaches its height 
in a vigorous use of fists, not to speak of nails and teeth. At this 
point, the parson of the parish enters with an imprecation on the 
wranglers who are polluting his church, and who have only been 
restrained from bloodshed by the lack of staves or edged tools. 
While he deals with the frere, he calls in the help of the lay 
arm, in the shape of ‘ neybour Prat,’ to manage the pardoner, who 
is also a layman. Prat promises his man a taste of the stocks, 
while the parson seeks to hale the frere off to prison. It looks as 

1 Some of these points have not been sufficiently noted. Thus, Heywood is fond 
of alluding to unfamiliar saints and shrines. The locus classicus is in the palmer s 
opening speech in The foure P. P. Among the shrines mentioned is the obscure one 
of ‘ our Lady at Orome,’ by ■whom Johan is found swearing in his opening speech. 
Afterwards, Johan appeals to ‘ swete Saynt Dyryk,’ and the priest mentions the shrine 
of ‘ Saynt Modwin,’ which seems to have been at Burton-on-Trent. Two of the sham 
relics exhibited by the pardoner in The foure P.P.,' the great toe of the Trinite’ and 
‘ of all Hallows the bleas’d jaw bone ’ reappear (as Swoboda has noted) among the 
stock-in-trade of his colleague in The pardoner and the frere. But, possibly, more 
indicative of a single hand is the parallelism in the respective lists of the ‘ buttocke 
bone of Penteooste’ and the ‘ arm of sweet Saint Sunday,’ and of the eye-tooth of the 
Great Turk, which prevents blindness, and the ‘brayn pan’ of ‘Saynt Myghell,’ a 
preservative against headache. It is worth noting, too, that the rare word ‘nyfuls,’ 
used in Wether, reappears in Johan Johan, and that the phrase *vii yeare,’ for an 
indefinite period of time, occurs in Wether, Johan Johan, a,nd The pardorter and the frere. 
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if tlie two knaves were going to get their deserts, when, by an 
unexpected rally, they get the better of their captors, and go off 
with all the honours of war, and an ominous hint of a return visit! 

Chaucer had supplied some of the materials for the characters 
of the pardoner and the frere, and there are also resemblances 
between the play and the Farce noiivelle cVtm Pardonneur, d’lm 
triacleur et d’une taverniere. In Johan Johan, the resemblances 
to episodes in the Farce de Pernet qui va au vin are so 
detailed that borrowing on the one side or the other is self- 
evident^. Apart from a number of verbal coincidences, the 
singular situation of a husband being set to chafe wax while his 
wife and her lover are making merry together can hardly have oc¬ 
curred independently to two playwrights. The only extant edition 
of Pernet qui va au vin dates from 1648, but it was then nouvelle- 
ment imiprime, and it is probable that an earlier issue was 
available for Heywood’s use. If not, the French play must have 
been indebted to the English, which is unlikely at this period. 

The duped husband, Johan Johan, the central figure of the 
piece, is admirably sketched. During his wife’s absence, he boasts 
loudly about the beating that he will give her; but, on her return, 
he protests that he has been merely talking of beating ‘stokfysshe 
in Temmes Street’ for a Lenten dish. He suspects, with only 
too good reason, that Tyb’s frequent visits to Sir Jhan, the priest, 
have other than spiritual motives, but he unburdens himself only 
in ‘asides,’ and he dare not refuse to carry an invitation to Sir 
Jhan to come and share a ‘pye.’ As he starts on his ungrateful 
errand, he is repeatedly called back by his domineering partner 
to do various domestic offices. And, when he returns with the 
wily priest, who has accepted the invitation after well feigned 
reluctance, Tyb has further orders for him. He has to fetch a 
pail of water, but the pail has a ‘ clyfte, both large and wyde,’ 
which is not likely to have come by mere accident. So, while the 
wife and the guest enjoy themselves, the master of the house has 
to sit at the fire and melt wax to mend the hole. As he rue¬ 
fully mutters; 

I chafe the wax— 

And I chafe it so hard that my fyng-ers krakks; 

And eke the smoke puttyth out my eyes two: 

I burne my face, and ray my clothys also, 

And yet I dare not say one word, 

And they syt iaughyng yender at the bord. 

* See Young, K., ’Influence of French Farce,’ etc., pp. 102—9, and Pollard, A W., 
in Gayley, C, M., R. E. C. p. 15. 
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But, when the meal has been ended, and the two feasters, after 
the ‘ recreacion ’ of some spicy stories by Sir Jhaii, turn to making 
mock of the wretched Johan, it is too much even for him. In a 
sudden outburst of valour, born of despair, he rounds upon his 
tormentors, gives them a drubbing and turns them out of doors— 
though he hurries after them for fear of further misdoing in Sir 
Jhan’s chamber. 

Assuming that Johan Johan and Witty and Witless are by the 
same author, we have thus seen Heywood’s advance from the 
composition of abstract and prolix dialogue to that of teisely 
written and realistic farce. In any case, with Johan Johan 
English drama had come close to the confines of true comedy. 

A still nearer approach, in more than one aspect, was made 
by A. new coniodye in englysh in nianev of an enteTlude, geneially 
known, from its hero and heroine, as Calisto and Melebea. This 
work was published by John Rastell, probably about 1530. It 
was an adaptation of the earlier part of the Spanish dramatic 
novel Celcstina, issued, probably, first at Burgos in 1499, of which 
Fernando de Rojas was the chief, if not the sole, author. Celestina 
originally contained sixteen acts; but these were increased, in 1502 
to twenty-one. A work of these proportions, and containing long 
narrative and descriptive passages, was evidently not intended 
for the stage, though written in dialogue form. But, in spite of 
its hybrid character, it took Spain and Europe by storm, through 
its union of a romantic love-story with realistic and intensely 
vivid pictures of the lowest social typesk The first four acts, 
which alone are adapted in the English version, tell of Calisto s 
passion for Melebea, w'ho w^ill not listen to his suit 5 his appeal, 
at the suggestion of Ms servant, Sempronio, to the noted bawd, 
Celestina, to use her arts to soften the heroine s heart; the mis¬ 
givings of Parmeno, fellow-servant of Sempronio, as to Celestina’s 
aims; and her success, when she has been sufficiently bribed, 
in wiling out of Melebea her girdle, to be carried as a token 
of goodwill to Calisto, whose fictitious toothache it is to cure. 
The author of Calisto and Melebea shows masterly skill in his 
transformation of the earlier part of the Spanish work into an 
interlude. With unerring instinct, he selects from the prolix 
original the salient points of character and action, and condenses 
into narrative form, as in Celestina’s opening tale of Elicea and 
her two lovers, episodes of minor significance. He manages the 
1 For an account of Celestina, see Ticknor, G., Kutory of Spanish Literaturs 
(ed. 1863), per. i, ch. xni, pp. 235 £f. 



100 


Early English Comedy 

rime royal, which is used throughout, with such dexterity that, 
even in broken passages of dialogue, it is sufficiently supple and 
flexible for his purposes. His power of turning the prose of 
Eojas into verse, with the minimum of verbal change, as in 
Calisto’s rhapsody on his mistress’s charms, anticipates, in humbler 
fashion, Shakespeare’s marvellous transmutation of the prose of 
Holinshed and North in the English and Roman history plays. 
Had he but carried out his work to its natural close, he would 
have enriched English drama with its first romantic love-tragedy. 
The later pages of his original ofiered him splendid material in 
the clandestine meetings of the enamoured couple, the acci¬ 
dental death of Calisto after one of these meetings, the suicide 
of Melebea and the murder of Celestina by her accomplices. 
Here, a truly tragic nemesis overtakes passion and crime; but the 
English playwright could not be satisfied without a more ob¬ 
viously edifying ending. So he substituted a glaringly incon¬ 
gruous and abrupt finale to the interlude. After Celestina’s 
interview with Melebea, the father of the heroine appears with an 
account of a di-eam, in which he has seen her lured by a Houle 
roughe bych’ to the brink of a foul jut. Thereupon, Melebea 
interprets the dream, and repents aloud of her sins, while her 
father points the moral in a long discourse upon the efficacy of 
prayer, the importance of youthful training and the remedial 
function of wise laws. There is no Tudor play in which the 
romantic and the didactic tendencies meet in such violent collision 
as in Calisto and Ilelehea. At the very moment when the inter¬ 
lude seems developing into a full-grown comedy or tragicomedy, 
it is strangled by a hostile reactionary force. 

Whether there was the same collision of tendencies in The 
Play of Lucrece, issued, probably, like Calisto and Melebea, from 
the press of John Rastell, it is not possible to say. Only a 
fragment, apparently, survives^; but, from this, it is evident that 
the interlude includes a romantic love-story between a Publius 
Cornelius and a lady Lucrece otherwise unknown to history or 
to the stage. The portions of two scenes which have been pre¬ 
served are written in lively manner, in short lines with, as a rule, 
three stresses. 

Both Calisto and Melebea and Lucrece, though designed in 
interlude form, show the influences of the classical revival. It 
was from this revival and the neo-Latin drama which followed in its 

1 MSS Harl. 5919, fol. 20, No. 98. Facsimiled in Bang’s Muterialien, vol, xn, and 
printed in The Malone Society's Publications, part ii, pp. 139—142. 
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wake that English comedy, in the full sense, finally sprang. The 
influence of the Roman stage never became entirely extinct 
throughout the medieval period, as Hrotsvitha’s religious adapta¬ 
tions of Terence in the tenth century help to testify. Among 
his services to dawning humanism, Petrarch, about 1331, wrote a 
Terentian comedy, Philologia, and later products of a kindred 
type in Italy were Aretino’s Poliscene (c. 1390) and Ugolino’s 
Philogena, before 1437. The recovery of the twelve lost plays 
of Plautus in 1427 was a powerful stimulus to the study of 
Roman dramatists in Italy and to the representation of their 
works and of neo-Latin imitations of them. This movement soon 
spread beyond the Alps. A representation of Terence’s Andria 
in the original took place at Metz in 1502, though the first 
attempt to perform it had to be abandoned owing to the 
riotous conduct of the spectators who did not understand Latin. 
Ravisius Textor, professor of rhetoric in the college of hTavarre, 
at Paris, and, afterwards, rector of the university of Paris, wrote 
a number of Latin Bialogi for performance by his pupils. 
They were published, after his death, in 1530, and, though more 
akin to the interlude than to Roman comedy, they exercised, as 
will be seen, considerable influence. In Teutonic countries, neo- 
Latin drama had a still more vigorous growth. The German 
humanist, Reuchlin, in his Henno (1498) put the rogueries of 
Patelin into Terentian dress. Holland, early in the sixteenth 
century, produced a school of dramatists who, touched by the 
moral fervour of the reformation movement, gave the setting of 
Roman comedy to Biblical themes. A notable group of these 
plays, widtten for performance by young scholars, were variations 
on the story of the Prodigal Son. The most brilliant and popular 
plays of this type were the Asotus and the Behelles of George 
Macropedius, the Acolastm of William Gnaphaeus, and the 
Studentes of Christopher Stymmelius. Another group of Biblical 
comedies, including those by Xystus Betuleius of Basel, centred 
round such figures as Ruth, Susanna and Judith. Scriptural per¬ 
sonages of a difierent type, such as Haman, furnished protestant 
controversialists with materials for polemical plays directed against 
the Roman pontiff. This anti-papal drama culminated in the 
Pammachius (1538) of Thomas Kdrchmayer (Naogeorgos) in which 
the Roman anti-Christ was overwhelmed in an unparalleled pro¬ 
digality of saturnine humour. 

The classical revival on the continent, and the consequent de¬ 
velopment of the new humanist drama, began to influence the 
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English stage early in the sixteenth centuiy. In 1520, Henry VIII 
provided ‘ a goodly comedy of Plautus ’ for the entertainment of 
some French hostages. The boys of St Paul’s school, under their 
master, John Ritwise, performed Menaechmi before Wolsey in 
1527 and Phormio in 1528. Ritwise, also, at some date between 
1522 and 1531, ‘made the Tragedy of Dido out of Virgil,’ and acted 
the same with the scholars of his school ‘before the Cardinal’; 
and he was also responsible for an anti-Lutheran play acted in 
1527 before Henry VIII. Thus, within a few years, the St Paul’s 
boys, under his direction, performed classical comedy, neo-Latin 
tragedy and a controversial interlude. Plays at Eton can be traced 
back to the same decade, as there is a record of the expendi¬ 
ture of 10 shillings ^ circa ornamenta ad duos lusus‘ at Christmas, 
1625. Eton boys acted in 1538, under Udall, before Thomas 
Cromwell, and, from Malim’s Consuetudinary, it is evident that, by 
1560, the custom of performing both Latin and English plays was 
well established in the school. On Twelfth Night 1573, Eton 
scholars, under William Elderton, their headmaster, acted before 
Elizabeth at Hampton court. The boys of ‘the Gramarskolle of 
Westminster, where the custom of performing Latin comedies was 
to take permanent root, appeared before Elizabeth in Heautonti- 
moroumcnos and 3Iiles Gloriosus in January 1567; in one of the 
five English plays performed during the court Christmas festivities 
of 1567 8 ^; and in Truth, ffaythfulnesse, & Mercye, apparently a 
belated morality, on New Year’s day, 1574. On Shrove Tuesday, 
of the previous year, the Merchant Taylors’ boys, under Richard 
Mulcaster, had made their first appearance in a play at court; in 
1574, they acted Timoclia at the sege of Thebes by Alexander at 
Candlemas, and, on Shrove Tuesday, Percius and Anthomiris 
ii.e,, probably, Perseus and Andromeda). So late as Shrove 
Tuesday 1583, they performed Ariodante and based 

on an episode in Orlando Furioso. 


Nor was it only schools in or near London, and within the 
reach of court patronage, that produced plays. At King’s school, 
Canterbury, under the headmastership of Anthony Rushe, there 
was keen dramatic activity, encouraged by the cathedral chapter. 
In the treasurer’s accounts 1562—3, there is an entry of £14. 65 . 8 c?. 
‘to Mr Ruesshe for rewards geven him at settynge out of his plays 
at Christmas, per capitulum: In Acta Capitidi, vol. i, f. 20, 
relating to the period between 1560 and 1563, a payment of 


See Chambers, E. K., ‘Court Performances 
Languages Review, vol. n, no. 1. 
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56s. 8c?. is recorded ‘to the scliolenmster and scholars towards 
such expensys as they shall be at in settynge furthe of Tragedies, 
Comedyes, and interludes this next Christmas.’ This practice of 
acting plays at the Canterbury school, which has only recently 
been made known is, of course, specially interesting inasmuch 
as Marlowe was a pupil there. 

At the opposite corner of the kingdom, in Shrewsbury, the 
boys of the town school gave performances under their master, 
Thomas Ashton, in the quarry outside the walls. In the north¬ 
east, there are records of school performances at Beverley. At 
Hitchin, a private schoolmaster, Ralph Radcliff, who was a fi’iend 
of bishop Bale, wrote plays —& honesta speetacula — 
which were acted by his pupils. They included Scriptural 
subjects such as Lazarus, Judith and Job, as well as themes— 
Griseldis, Melibaeus, Titus and Gisippus—taken directly or in¬ 
directly from Chaucer and Boccaccio- Though produced, accord¬ 
ing to Bale, before the plehs, some of them, if not all, were 
written in Latin. Like most sixteenth century school plays, 
they have disappeared. But it was at Oxford and Cambridge, 
not at the grammar schools, that the English humanist drama 
attained its chief development. The products of the universities 
were so important and varied that they receive separate treat¬ 
ment ^ But, as evidence of the importance attached by academic 
authorities to the acting of plays, at first mainly in Latin, 
reference may be made here to regulations in the statutes of two 
Cambridge colleges. At Queens’ college, it was ordained (1546) 
that any student refusing to act in a comedy or tragedy, or 
absenting himself from the performance, should be expelled. At 
Trinity (1560), the nine domestici lectores were directed on pain 
of fine to exhibit at Christmastide in pairs a comedy or tragedy, 
while the chief lector had to produce one on his own account 

The earliest completely extant memorial in the vernacular of 
the revived study of Roman comedy is the translation of Andria, 
entitled Terens in English, printed by John Rastell before 1530. 
The further step of writing an English comedy on classical lines 
was taken by Mcholas UdalL Born in Hampshire in 1505, Udall 
was educated at Winchester and at Corpus Christ! college, Oxford, 
where he became an exponent of Lutheran views. In May 1533, 
he combined with John Leland in composing some verses for a 
pageant at the coronation of Anne Boleyn. From 1533 to 1537, he 

^ See Hutory of the King’s School, Canterbury, by Woodrufi and Cape (1908), p. 80. 

® See jpost, Tol. VI, ohap. xn. 
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was vicar of Braintree, and may have written the play Placidas or 
St Eustace, performed there in 1534^. In February 1534/5 he 


floures picked by Udall from the Roman playwright’s hortus 
fragmntissimus are phrases from Andria, Eumichus, and Beau- 
tontimoroumenos, followed by their equivalents in the vernacular. 
The compilation of such a handbook for his pupils, to whom it is 
dedicated, was an admirable training for Udall’s more important 
labours in adapting Roman comedy to the English school stage. 

In the latter part of 1534, he had become headmaster of Eton 
where he remained till 1541, when he lost his office through mis¬ 
conduct which involved a short term of imprisonment. On his 
release, he devoted himself to theological work, including a share 
in the English translation of Erasmus’s Paraphrase of the New 
Testament. His protestant attitude secured him ecclesiastical pre¬ 
ferment from Edward VI, and, even after the accession of Mary 
he retained the royal favour through his gifts as a playwright. In 
December 1554, a letter of the queen states that he has at ‘soondrie 
seasons’ shown ‘dilligence’ in exhibiting ‘Dialogues and Enter- 
ludes’ before her, and directs the revels office to provide him with 
such ‘apparel’ as he may need for the Christmas entertainments. 

e ore this date, he had resumed the scholastic career. In 1553 
or 1554, he had been appointed to the headmastership of West¬ 
minster, which he retained till his death in 1556. 

TJdall was evidently a man of very versatile gifts and energies, 
and It IS unfortunate that we have not the materials for a compre¬ 
hensive survey of his work as a dramatist. The Braintree play (if 
It was his) is lost; the play performed before Cromwell in 1538 
cannot be identified; the revels accounts for 1554 do not enable 
Jstmguish between ‘certen plaies’ provided by him and the 
other Christmas shows: Bale’s reference (1557) to comoediae plures 
by him is tantahsmgly vague, and the statement that he translated 

version of Ochino s drama by Ponet, bishop of Winchester was 
issued in 15492 ;^the Scriptural play EaxUas, produced post- 

oX°th™,^b^tr Cambridge in 1664, is known to us 

only through the accounts of eye-witnesses^ 

Thus, Ralph Roister Bolster is the sole work which remains to 

^ See Chambers, E. K., vol, ii, pp. 342 451 
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illustrate Udall’s dramatic powers. The single extant copy of the 
play is undated, but it probably belongs to the edition entered to 
Thomas Hacket in the Stationers’register in 156G/7. The evidence 
in favour of its having been written in 1553—4 is very strongh 
Thomas Wilson, who had been at Eton under Udall, published in 
1550/1 The Rule of Reason; a second edition appeared in 1552, and 
a third in 1553 or, possibly, 1554. In the third edition only, 
Wilson uses as an illustration Roister Doister’s mispunctuated 
love-letter in act iii, sc. 4. The inference is that the play had 
been performed for the first time between 1552 and 1553/4, 
probably by the Westminster boys. That it is in any case later 
than 1546, and, therefore, cannot have been written when Udall 
was headmaster of Eton, is suggested by his frequent use of phrases 
which appear in John Heywood’s Proverbs, published in the above 
year. Apart from its evidential value, this is an interesting link 
between the two dramatists. But, though Udall could borrow 
proverbial phrases from his predecessor, he has scarcely a trace, as 
far as Roister Roister shows, of Heywood’s genius for incisive and 
pregnant expression or of his mordant wit. Hor is any figure in 
his play drawn with the vitalising art which, in a few scenes, makes 
of Johan Johan a being of flesh and blood. But, far inferior to 
Hey wood in spontaneous literary gifts, Udall, partly through his 
scholastic occupations, and partly tlirough a happy instinct, was led 
to direct English comedy into the path on which, in the main, 
it was to advance to its later triumphs. In imitation of Plautus 
and Terence, he substituted for the loosely knit structure of the 
English morality or dialogue or of French/aree, an organic plot 
divided into acts and scenes. Within this framework, he adjusted 
figures borrowed from Roman comedy but transformed to suit 
English conditions, and mingled with others of purely native 
origin^. Miles Gloriosus, supplemented, especially in later scenes, 
from Eunuchus, suggested the theme of a love-sick braggart’s 
wooing of a dame whose heart is given to another suitor. But 
Udall condensed into a single plot episodes connected with 
the two frail beauties in the Plautine play, and lifted the whole 
action into a less pagan atmosphere. Roister Bolster is as vain¬ 
glorious and credulous as Pyrgopolinices, and he covets dame 
Custance’s ‘ thousande pounde’ rather than herself. So confident 

^ See Hales, J. W., ‘The Date of the First English Comedy,’Ertfflische Studien, 
voL xvin, pp. 408—421. 

® Of. MauUby, D. L., ‘The Eelation between Udall’s Roister Doister and the 
Comedies of Plautus and Terence,’ Studien, vol. xxxviii, pp. 261—277. 
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is he tliat the lady will yield at once, that he woos her at first by 
deputy, sending, in turn, her old nurse with his love-letter, his 
servant with a ring and his companion, Mathewe Merygreeke, to 
bring back her instant assent ‘to be wedded on Sunday next.’ 
Her refusal so overcomes him that he declares he must die; but, 
after a mock requiem has been said over him, he revives at Mery- 
greeke’s suggestion to try the effect of a personal interview with 
Custance. It does not even need Merygreeke’s perverse mis¬ 
reading of the love-letter in Roister Doister’s presence to make the 
widow ‘fume and frette and rage.’ The braggart is again over 
come by his second repulse, and begins to ‘blubber,’ till his 
companion prompts him to seek revenge. After much mock- 
heroic preparation, he makes a gi-and assault upon Custance’s 
house, only to be put to shameful rout by her Amazonian legion of 
maids. Throughout the play, these maids, with their high spirits, 
their gay loquacity and their love of song, form one of its most 
attractive and original features. They are closer studies from 
life than are the semi-Plautine leading figures. Yet, in the 
person of Merygreeke, Udall succeeded, to some degree, in 
anglicising a classical t}q)e or combination of types. The first 
suggestion for the character comes, of course, from Artotrogos, the 
parasite in Miles Gloriosus. But the parasite appears only in the 
opening scene, and takes no part in the action of the play. It 
is Palaestrio, the captain’s servant, who cajoles and tricks him, 
as Merygreeke does Roister Bolster. Yet, though Merygreeke 
makes of Roister Bolster his ‘chiefe banker both for meate and 
money,’ he follows and serves him less for gain than for fun. He 
is a light-hearted and whimsical mischiefmaker, after the fashion 
of the Yice of the later moralities, who plays, in turn, upon every 
weakness of his patron, but who, unlike the Plautine plotter, bears 
his victim no real ill will. It is a touch of true dramatic irony that 
the person whom his foolery brings, for the moment, into serious 
trouble is not Roister Bolster, but the virtuous Custance, whose 
loyalty to her betrothed comes under unjust suspicion. When she 
bfts a prayer to the same Lord, who helped ‘Susanna’ and ‘Hester’ 
in their need, to vindicate her innocence, Udall, in the true spirit 
of romantic drama, lets a graver strain mingle with the sprightly 
tones of the comedy. But, on his return, Goodluck is soon con¬ 
vinced that she is still ‘the pearle of perfect honestie,’ and, in bluff* 
seafaring fashion, brings about a general reconciliation betAV'een 
the former combatants—a suitably edifying close to a play written 
for schoolboys. 
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Another adaptation from Plautus for performance by boys 
is Jacke Jugeler, entered for printing in 1562/3, but written, 
very probably, during the reign of Mary. The author states 
in the prologue that the plot is based upon Ampliit't'uo, and it 
is true that the chief characters in the Roman play have English 
citizen equivalents. But the central theme of Jupiter’s amour, 
in her husband’s shape, wdth Alcmena, disappears, and nothing 
is retained but the successful trick of Jacke Jugeler—the Vice 
who replaces Mercury—upon Jenkin Careaway, who corresponds 
to Sosia, servant of Amphitryon. Disguising himself like Jenkin, 
Jacke, by arguments and blows, forces the hapless lackey 
to believe that he, and not himself, is the genuine Careaway. 
When Jenkin tells the tale of his loss of identity to his mistress 
dame Coy, and her husband Bongrace, he gets further drubbings 
for his nonsensical story 

That one man may have two bodies and two faces. 

And that one maji at on time may be in too placis. 

Regarded purely as a play, Jacke Jugeler, in spite of its classical 
origin, is little more than a briskly written farcical episode. But, 
beneath its apparently jocular exterior, it veils an extraordinarily 
dextrous attack upon the doctrine of transubstantiation and the 
persecution by which it was enforced. This is hinted at in the 
epilogue, where ‘this trifling enterlude’ is credited with ‘some 
further meaning, if it be well searched.’ 

Such is the fashyon of the world now a dayes. 

That the syunple innosamtes ar deluded .., 

An d by strength, force, and violence oft tymes compelled 
To belive and saye the moune is made of a grene ehese 
Or ells have great harme, and parcaee their life lese. 

It has been the fate of many dramatic forms and conventions to go 
through a remarkable ‘sea-change’ in their transportation from 
one country or epoch to another. But seldom has any device 
of the comic muse been ‘translated’ more nearly out of recog¬ 
nition than the classical confusion of identity, when enlisted, as 
here, in the service of protestant theology. 

But it was less in the classical than in the neo-classical drama 
that the earlier Tudor writers of comedy found their chief stimulus. 
Probably, the first of continental humanist playwrights (as recent 
research has shownto influence the English stage was Ravisius 

1 See, especially, Hoithausen, F., ‘ Studien zum alteren englisohen Drama,’ in 
JSnyKscAe Studxen, Tol. xxxx, pp. 77^—103. 
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Textor. His dialogue Thersites, written in Latin hexameters, was 
adapted into English in a yersion which must have been acted (as 
a reference to the birth of prince Edward proves) in October 1537 ^ 
Thersites is an even more burlesque type of miles gloriosus than is 
Roister Doister. Arrayed by Vulcan in full armour, he boasts to 
the god and afterwards to his own mother of the mighty deeds 
that he will do. But at the sight of a snaiP he is terror stricken, 
and calls upon his servants for help, though he plucks up courage 
enough, at last, to use club and sword, and to make the snail 
draw in his horns. "While he is exulting over this feat, he is 
challenged by a soldier; whereupon, he first takes shelter behind 
his> mothei s back, and afterwards runs away dropping his club and 
sword. ^ The author of the English version shows remarkable 
dramatic instinct in his handling of this grotesquely farcical plot. 
The medley of metres that he uses is more appropriate to the 
bizarre incidents of the story than are the stately hexameters of 
Textor. He considerably expands the original text, vivifying the 
dialogue by the addition of many details that would appeal to 
an English audience. Thus, Mulciber tells Thersites not to fear 
Bevis of Hampton, Colburne and Guy,’ and the braggart 
challenges to combat ‘King Arthur and the Knightes of the Rounde 
Table,’ and afterwards ‘Robin John and Little Hode’I These 
and similarly deft touches give a curious plausibility to the piece in 
its English guise. But there is loss rather than gain in the long 
irrelevant episode added towards the close, wherein Telemachus 
brings a letter from Ulysses, and is charmed ‘from the worms wild’ 
y Thersites s mother. Some of the relics that she invokes have a 
amily likeness to those owned by Heywood’s two Pardoners. 
Heywood, indeed, may plausibly be regarded as the author of the 
adaptation, which, in its verve, raciness and, it must be added, 
indecency, is akin to his own work. In any case, the adapter of 
Thersitesy whoever he be, is almost certainly responsible for the 
version of another of Textor’s dialogues, Juvenis, Pater, Uxor, of 
which a black letter fragment has recently been discovered and 
reprinted with the title The Prodigal Son\ The fragment con- 


D has recently shown {Fasciculus Joanni Willis Clark dicatus, 

a^'nArnstiJt vtutiji ‘ j- ^ -A later entiy, pro pictcy clipeo quo miles 

™ rw,,,. :p,obabl, 

il ‘ Kail (a. in the English venion), einee 

> Sea Tie Malan, Society Ooii.ctien., part I, pp. 27_S0, and part ii, pp. 106-7. 
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tains the episode, greatly expanded from the original, in which the 
son, after his marriage against his father’s wish, tries to support 
himself and his wife by selling wood. In its metrical and verbal 
characteristics, and in its introduction of English allusions, as to 
‘Oxynby’ and ‘Cambrydge,’ it bears the same impress, mutilated 
though it be, as the spirited version of Thersites. 

Another version of Juvenis, Pater, Uxor, which w'e possess in 
complete form, is The Disobedient Child, by Thomas Ingelend, 
‘late student of Cambridge.’ Printed about 1560, it not im¬ 
probably dates from the reign of Henry VIII or Edw'ard VI, for, 
though it ends with a prayer for queen Elizabeth, the audience, a 
few lines previously, are bidden ‘ truly serve the King.’ In this 
adaptation of Textor’s dialogue, Ingelend shows rhetorical and 
inventive gifts; but, on the w'hole, compared with the original. The 
Disobedient Child is a heavy-handed production. The didactic 
element is spun out at wearisome length, and most of the new 
characters introduced, the priest, the devil and the perorator, w’ho 
speaks the epilogue, deliver themselves of superfluous monologues. 
But the scene between the man-cook, Long-tongue, and the maid- 
cook, Blanche biab-it-out, who prepare the marriage feast, is a lively 
piece of below-stairs humour, which is supplemented by the racy 
account of the guests’ uproarious behaviour given by the bride¬ 
groom’s servant. And Ingelend show's a true lyric vein in the 
song w'herein the lover declares to his ‘sweet rose’ his eternal 
fidelity: 

Wherefore let my father spite and spurn, 

My fantasy will never turn. 

Though Textor’s plays are neo-classic, in so far as they are written 
in Latin and under humanist influences, they and the English 
versions of them belong in form to the interlude type. It was 
from the Dutch school of dramatists that Tudor playwrights 
learnt to combine the ‘prodigal son’ theme with the general 
framework and conventions of Roman comedy. The most popular 
work produced by this school, the Acolastits of Gnaphaeus, 
was issued in England with a translation by John Palsgrave in 
1540. It was intended primarily to serve as a schoolbook, each 
scene being immediately followed by the English rendering. 
But Palsgrave also desired ‘to move into the hearts’ of his 
countrymen ‘ some little grain of honest and virtuous envy ’ of the 
foreign author’s achievement. It was, not improbably, in emulation 
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qI Acolastus that a writer who cannot be identified with certainty^ 
wrote, probably about 1560, a play, Blisogonuis, which enables us 
to claim for England the credit of having produced one of the most 
elaborate and original comedies on the prodigal son. In its general 
structure and development of plot, Misogonus shows the influence 
of its Latin prototype. A distracted father, Philogonus, laments 
to his friend and counsellor, Eupelas, over the riotous living of his 
son Misogonus. The young prodigal is introduced by Orgalus and 
Oenophilus, nominally his servants but, in efiect, his boon com¬ 
panions, to the courtesan, Melissa, with whom he drinks and dices 
and plays the wanton. When his fortunes fail, he is deserted 
by the ‘ vipers ’ whom he has cherished. Overcome with remorse 
and shame, he returns trembling into his father’s presence to find 
immediate welcome and pardon. All these episodes have their 
counterpart in Gnaphaeus’s comedy. But the author of Misogonus 
was a creative dramatist, not merely an imitator. He individualised 
the somewhat shadowy neo-classic types into English figures of his 
own period, though the scene is nominally laid in Italy. He added 
new personages of his own invention, and made the denouement 
spring out of an ingenious secondary plot. His remarkable gifts in 
the way of dialogue and characterisation are displayed to the full 
in the realistic gaming scene, where the revellers are joined by the 
parish priest, Sir John, who is of the same kin as Hey wood’s 
clerics—-drunken and dissolute, ready, even w'hile bell and clerk 
summon him to his waiting congregation, to bandy oaths over the 
dicebox, and to dance himself into a share of Melissa’s favours. But 
it is not merely this ‘rabblement’ of ‘rakehells’ that brings the 
prodigal to ruin. He has an elder twin brother, Eugonus, who, 

1 In the single mutilated manuscript of the play whicla survives, in the duke of Devon¬ 
shire’s library, the prologue is signed ‘Thomas Eicbardes,’ and the modest terms in 
vehich he begs the muses to ‘ guide your clients silly style,’ suggest that he is the author 
of the play. Under the list of dramatis personae, there is a signature ‘Laurentius 
Bariwna, Ketteringe. Die 20 Novembris, Anno 1577.’ The signature is evidently a 
disguised form of Laurence Johnson, the name of the author of a Latin treatise, 
Gometographia, printed in London in 1578, and dated, with the same disguised 
signature, from Kettering, 20 January 1578. Johnson, possibly, was the author, but, 
more probably, was the transcriber of the play. See Brandi, Quellen, lxxv—^lxxvii, 
andKittredge, G. L., mJourn. of Germ. Philology, vol. lu, pp. 335-—341. It is, perhaps, 
worth noting that another ‘prodigal son’ play, Nice Wanton, printed 1560, has at the 
end ‘ Finis. T. E.’ Can the initials be those of Thomas Eiehardes ? Nice Wanton 
may, as Brandi states too confidently, have been suggested by Rebelles. But it 
develops on different lines, and introduces, by the side of the human figures, such 
allegorical personages as Iniquity and Worldly Shame. It is a slight and crude 
production compared with Misogonus, but its most powerful episode, tbe dicing scene 
between the prodigal son and daughter and Iniquity, is akin to the similar scene in 
the greater play. 
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immediately after their birth, has been sent to his uncle in 
land.’ Owing to the mother’s death, the secret is known on y o 
group of rustics, Alison a midwife, her husband, Codrus, an wo 
of her gossips. Codrus, threatened with ruin by the death ot his 
‘ bulchin ’ and the loss of his sow, hints at the truth to Philogonus 
in the hope of reward, and then fetches Alison to tell the full tale. 
The exasperating circumlocution with which she spins it out in a 
half incomprehensible jargon; the foolish interruptions by lei 
husband which lead to a violent quarrel and to further delay in ler 
disclosures; the suspense, amazement and joy of Philopnus—these 
are all portrayed in masterly fashion. Equally effective in pui e y 
farcical vein is the scene that follows after a messenger has been 
despatched to bring home the missing heir. Cacurgus, the house¬ 
hold fool, remains faithful to Misogonus, and tries to frighten 
Isabel and Madge out of supporting Alison’s story. He pretends 
that he is a physician, w'ho can cure Madge of a toothache that 
makes her stammer with pain, and that he is also a soothsayer, who 
foresees damnation for them if they bear witness that Philogonus 
had two sons. But the return of the long-lost Eiigonus resolves all 
doubts, and the prodigal has to confess his sins and beg for forgive¬ 
ness. Tlie play lacks a fifth act in the manuscript, but the action 
seems virtually complete. Even in its mutilated state, it claims 
recognition as the finest extant comedy that had yet appealed in 
England. To the pungent satire of Johan Johan it adds the 
structural breadth of Roister Roister, and the insight into rustic 
types of the Cambridge farce. Gammer Gkirtons Nedle. The 
last-named piece, w'hich W'as ‘ played on stage at Christ s college, 
probably not long after 1550, will be treated in another chapter, 
among university playsk But it may be pointed out here that the 
triviality of its main incident—the loss of the gammer’s needle— 
and the coarseness of much of the dialogue should not be allowed 
to obscure the fact that its author, like Udall and the writer of 
Misogonus, had an eye for characterisation and had learned plot 
construction from classical or other humanist models. 

The Historie of Jacob and Esau, licensed for printing in 1557, 
but extant only in an edition of 1568, may be grouped with the 
‘ prodigal son ’ plays, though it is a variant from the standard type. 
The Biblical story is handled in humanist fashion, and, with the 
addition of subsidiary characters, is skilfully worked up into a five 
act comedy of orthodox pattern. Esau is the central figure, and, 
in an early scene, two of Isaac’s neighbours, Hanau and Zcthar, 

^ See poitt, vol. VI, chap. 3UI. 



I 12 


Early English Comedy 

Scriptural by name but classical by origin, lament that the 
patriarch’s elder son ‘hath been naught ever since he was born’ 
and predict that he will ‘come to an ill end.’ They contrast his 
‘loose and lewd living’ with the exemplary conduct of Jacob, who 
‘keepeth here in the tents like a quiet man.’ But Esau does not 
follow the ordinary evil courses of an Acolastus or a Misogonus. In 
his insatiable passion for hunting, he rises while yet it is dark, 
robbing his voluble servant Ragau of his sleep, and waking the 
tent-dwellers with the blowing of his horn. We are given a vivid 
picture of the eager follower of the chase talking to his favourite 
hounds by name, and ranging the forest from morn to night 
without thought of food. Thus, the way is cleverly prepared for 
the scene in which Esau, on his return from the hunt, is so 
faint with hunger that he is ready to eat a ‘cat’ or ‘a shoulder 
of a dog, and catches at Jacob’s offer of a mess of pottage even at 
the price of his birthright. And, w^hen his hunger has been ap¬ 
peased, and his servant reproaches him with having bought the 
meal ‘ so dere,’ his speech of self-justification shows the dramatist’s 
insight into character and his analytical powder. 

If I die to moiw, what good would it do me ? 

If he die to morow, what benefite hath he? 

And for a thing hanging on such casualtie: 

Better a mease of pottage than nothing pardy, 

Jacob and Esau do not afford much scope for the author’s inventive 
power, but Rebecca is drawn with considerable subtlety. She seeks, 
in an ingenious way, to justify her schemes on behalf of her younger 
son by proclaiming that she is an agent of the Divine Will, and 
also by pleading that she scarcely knows whether Esau is her son 
or not: 

He goeth abroade so early before day light, 

And returneth home again so late in the night, 

And uneth I sette eye on hym in the whole weeke: 

No sometime not in twaine, though I doe for hym seeke. 

Well may Mido, Isaac’s ‘boy,’ speak of her ‘quick answers ’ to his 
master. Mido, himself possessed of a ready tongue, is one of a gi’oup 
of servants whom the dramatist has introduced, and who are a very 
attractive feature of the play. He prides himself upon his strength, 
as Abra, the little handmaid of Rebecca, does upon her cleanliness 
and her culinary powers: 

I trust to make such broth that, when all things are in, 

God almighty selfe may wet his finger therein. 

They are both eager partisans of Jacob, as is also Deborah, ‘the 
nurse of Isaacs tent, while Esau’s only adherent is Ragau, whose 
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fidelity differentiates him from the Vice, a type to which, otherwise, 
he is related. The prominence given to servants, the frequent 
introduction of songs and the general reconciliation (without 
Biblical warrant) at the close, are features which Jacob arid Esau 
shares with Balph Roister Roister. There can be little doubt 
that it was a school play, and that 'the Poet,’ who speaks an 
epilogue enforcing the protestant doctrine of 'election,' was the 
headmaster who had written the work for performance by his 
pupils. 

With Gascoigne’s The Glasse of Governement (1575), we return 
to the more orthodox type of prodigal son play. It cannot be merely 
a coincidence that Gascoigne had spent the two years (or there¬ 
abouts) preceding the date of its publication as a soldier in the Low 
Countries, the principal home of this dramatic type. He lays his 
scene in Antwerp, and his plot shows the influence of several of the 
masterpieces of the Dutch humanist cycleh The contrast between 
the prodigal and the virtuous son which is exemplified in Misogonus 
and Jacob and Esau appears in Gascoigne’s work in duplicate 
form. Two fathers are introduced, each with a pair of sons— 
the younger a model of virtue and the elder a scapegrace. 
The four youths are confided to the care of a schoolmaster, 
Gnomaticus, who forthwith proceeds to expound to them at in¬ 
sufferable length 'the summe of’ their ‘dutyes in foure Chapters.’ 
The unregenerate couple Philautus and Philosarchus soon grow 
restive under this discipline, and find more congenial occupation in 
the company of the courtesan Lamia and her associates, Eccho 
and Dicke Droom. The revolt of the pupils against their pre¬ 
ceptor w'as suggested, probably, by the Rebelles of Macropedius; 
but the scenes in which Lamia and the parasites figure seem 
inspired by similar episodes in Acolastus. The arrest of Lamia 
by the markgrave and the sudden despatch of the scholars to the 
university of ‘ Doway ’ are incidents of Gascoigne’s own invention. 
At' Doway,’ the virtuous younger pair grow still more exemplary, 
and have their fitting reward. Philomusus finally becomes 
secretary to the palsgrave; and Philotimus a preacher of' singular 
commendation’ in Geneva. Meanwhile, the elder couple tread the 
broad way to destruction, till Philautus is executed for a robbery 
in the palsgrave’s court, ' even in sight of his brother,’ and Philo¬ 
sarchus, for his evil courses, is whipped at Geneva ' openly three 
several! dayes in the market’ and ‘banished the Towne with great 
infamie.’ In Rebelles^ the two scapegi’aces are put on their trial for 

i See tlie detailed comparison in Herford, Literary Relations, pp. 162—S, 
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tlieft, but are spared at the instance of the master whose authority 
they had flouted; the harshly Calvinistic spirit that permeates 
Gascoigne’s play could not tolerate such a solution as this. The 
Glasse of Governement, in fact, is a puritan tract disguised in the 
vesture of a humanist school play. It pictures an unreal world of 
saints and sinners, ranged in symmetrical groups, with no room 
for struggle and compromise, penitence and forgiveness. Hence 
though Eccho and Dicke Droom are drawn with considerable 
spirit, the true merits of the play lie not in characterisation but in 
structure and in style. Great technical skill is shown in the last 
act, where the scene continues to be laid in Antwerp, though the 
chief incidents take place elsewhere. And the use, for the first 
time, of vernacular prose throughout a ‘ prodigal son ’ drama gives 
a note of realism to the dialogue, which goes far to counterbalance 
the artificial moral scheme of the playh 


It is not a little singular that Gascoigne, who perverted a 
type of drama imported from northern Europe by exaggerating its 
didactic element, should, nine years before, have been the first to 
present in English dress a characteristic Italian comedy of intrigue 
His acted at Gray’s inn in 1666 (and at Trinity college’ 

Oxford, in 1582), is a version of Ariosto's GU SupiMsili, written 
first m prose, and performed at Ferrara in 1509, and afterwards re- 
STitten in verse. Ariosto’s play is a masterly adaptation of the 
orm and types of Roman drama to the conditions of sixteenth 
century Italy, and it is one of the earliest regular comedies in 
a Anropean vernacular. Gascoigne appears to have utiUsed both 
the prose and the verse editions; but his translation is throughout 
in prose. His use of this medium for dramatic purposes makes 
Supposes, translation though it be, a landmark in the history of 

Sfom version, judged by Elizabethan 

ranons, B, in the mam, an exceptionally close one, he does not 

familiar native phrase or allusion, where a 
onin would be obscure, or to add a pithy proverb or 

-Swoscs has thus a curiously 

Ihcrfity which anticipate the kindred qualities of Lyly’s 
dramatic prose. Its enduring reputation is attited not only by 

n.. iil-raq,, October, 1909, WU.on, J. D., 

«on .chool which has now, probfb r hra''lml lo Ur® prodigal 

from whom he took his maLSni 7^' ^ ^ ‘ forgotten dramatist 

in ne took his material, has . .. intelUctualized the prodigal son story « 
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tl.e revival at Oxford in 1582, but by its adaptation about 1500, 
with considerable changes and in verse form, as the underplot of 
the ^onymous Taming of a Shrcw\ IVTien Shakespeare re- 

modelled the anonymous play, he gave the underplot a closer 
resemblance to its earlier shape in Siipjwses, though he clung to 
verse instead of reverting to prose. 

Another English version of a typical Italian comedy is The 
Bugbears, an adaptation, first published in 1561, of La 
Spiritata by the Florentine A. F. Grazzini. The Bugbears, 
which is not yet conveniently accessible^, was, probably, more 
or less contemporary with Supposes, but, unlike Gascoigne’s play, 
It turned the prose of its original into verse. It also departed 
much more widely from the Italian text, adding scenes and 
characters based upon the Andria of Terence and GV Ingannati, 
and only mentioning some of the personages whom Grazzini brings 
upon the stage. But, though the action in the English piece is 
complicated by the introduction of an underplot, the unities of 
time and place are skilfully preserved. The main plot deals with 
the trick of Formosiis to obtain 3000 crowns from his miserly 
father Amadeus, wdiich he needs for the latter’s consent to his 
marriage with Rosimunda. Formosus has already secretly wedded 
her; but Amadeus will not accept any daughter-in-law wdio does not 
bring the above dowry. With the aid of a friend, Formosus makes 
such a disturbance at night in his father’s house that Amadeus is con¬ 
vinced that his home is haunted by spirits, the ^ bugbears ’ of the 
title. On consulting an astrologer, IsTostrodamus, who, in reality, is 
a disguised servant, named Trappola, in league with the con¬ 
spirators, he is told that the spirits are angry with him for opposing 
his son s marriage, and that they have carried off as a punishment 
3000 crowns from his cherished hoard. The money, of course, has 
been abstracted by Formosus, who is thus enabled to provide for 
Rosimunda’s dowry. The mock-astrologer also predicts danger to 
Cantalupo, an elderly wooer of Rosimunda, and the chief figure 
in the underplot, unless he abandons his suit. To iurther it, 
Cantalupo has pressed for the marriage of his daughter, Iphigenia’ 
furnished with the requisite dowry, to Formosus. But the girl has 
lesisted because she loves Manutius, whom now, at last, she is set 

* See Warwick Bond’s TAe Taming of the Shrew in the Ardien edition, pp. xliii—xliv, 
and the present writer’s edition of The Taming of a Shrew, pp. xxi—xxii. 

2 It has been printed from the only MS (Lansdowne 807, £f. 55—77) by Grabau, C., 
in Archiv filr das Sindium der Neneren Sprachen und LitU vois. xevin and xcix, with 
notes on sources, etc. 
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free to wed. There are other lesser threads in the piece, inclndino- 
the humours of the servants of the chief personages; and it contains 
a number of songs, both solos and choruses. The style is racy and 
vigorous, and the play is in all respects a notable example of 
Italianate comedy in English. 

The influence of the southern stage, and the southern novel 
(new and old), upon the English theatre, is attested by the state¬ 
ment of Stephen Gosson in Playes Confuted in Five Actions {\bQ2): 

I holdely 8.«iy it because I have seene it, that the Palace of pleasure 
the Golden Aye, the AeGiiopian historie, Amadis of France, the Rounde 
table, baudie Comedies, m Latine, French, Italian and Spanish, have been 
thoroughly ransackt to furnish the Playe houses in London. 

Gosson further mentions that, in his unregenerate days he 
had himself been the author of ‘a cast of Italian derises, called 

the Comedie of Captain Mario.' 

In the list of plays mentioned in the revels’ accounts^ occur 
several that are inspired by Italian themes. The three Systers 
of Mantua (1578) and The Duke of Millayn and the Marques of 
Manttm (1579) were acted by professional players, and Ariodante 
and Genevora (1583), as already mentioned, was performed by 

; '7,7^r noticeable; 

r / . followed the queen’s progress, ‘and made pastyme 
first at Wynsor and afterwardes at Reading.’ From the list of 
properties supplied for the performance at Reading, it is evident 
that the foreigners acted a pastoral. 

befom“ 7 t!^’ performed 

befoie the queen, eren when they were on Italian, or as 

was more frequently the ease, on classical and mytholoirical 

sulyects, were not cast in the mould of Ariosto or of Terfnce 

Written, for the most part, to be acted by professional companies 

before popular audiences, they did not follow the classic or neo 

of nSvf Eh ? to the freer hues 

em, m fact, as may be inferred from their titles 

iwimtl, bSn^tonght ‘J®. ““oml". has 

Phillip and printed by T. Colwell to whom • written by John 

publication in 1565/6 and 1568/9 A ntiicn. ’ ^ Pjohability. it waa licenaed for 

sold in 1907, and iL tUia Iba 'pVh “S 3^^ “trary 

The plot is taken from the closin/tale of thA n Malone Society (1909). 

»sdt.U .o„ca. thongh aonta 0, Z SUlatf 
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were belated moralities; a large number treated fabulous and 
romantic themes^, at least two, The Crewellie of a StepmotJie?’ and 
3Iurdet ous 'inycliaell, seem to be early specimens of the drama of 
domestic iife^. 

With few exceptions, these plays have perished; but, doubtless, 
they were typical of the theatrical productions of the first twenty 
years of Elizabeth s reign. Together with other popular pieces no 
longer known even by name, they came under the lash of purist 
ci itics, such as Whetstone in his preface to Promos and Cassandra 
(1578) and Sidney in his Apologie for Poetrie (printed in 1595), 
who ridiculed their extravagances of plot and style, and their 
defiance of the unities. Sidney deplored the mingling in the same 
piece of grave and humorous elements, ‘hornpipes and funerals,’ 
and proclaimed that the salvation of the English drama could 
only be found in strict adherence to classical rules. But it was 
in vain for him to strive against the stream. Even in the plays 
adapted from Roman, neo-Latin, or Italian models, Roister Roister, 
Misogonus and The Bugbears, the native dramatic instinct for 
breadth of design, vigour of characterisation and a realism that 
often becomes coarseness, had largely transmuted, as has been 
shown, the borrowed alien materials. 

On the other hand, the popular drama, increasingly produced 
by men with something of the culture of the universities or the 
capital, tended towards a higher level of construction and of 
diction. An example of early native farcical comedy is extant in 
the anonymous Tom Tyler andi his Wife, acted by ‘pretty boys,’ 
which from its language and versification cannot have been written 
later than the beginning of Elizabeth’s reign, and probably goes 
back further. ^ Though allegorical figures, Destiny, Desire and 
Patience, are introduced, the play is in effect a domestic drama 

unlikely tbat this source was Chaucer’s Clerk’s Tale. The comedy covers the whole 
lengthy history of Grissell’s marriage, her sufferings, her abasement, and her restora¬ 
tion to her husband and her dignities. The author shows some skill in grouping his 
materials, but the characterisation is weak, and the ‘ fourteeners,’ in which the serious 
passages are mainly written, are monotonous, though the piece contains some pretty 
lyrics. The most interesting feature of Pacient Grissell is that it mingles with the 
personages of the Italian story a number of allegorical figures, of which the chief is 
‘Politicke perswasion,’ the nimble-tongued Vice, who acts as the evil genius of the 
marquis. Thus, more than thirty years before Chettle, Dekker and Haughton’s 
similarly named comedy (as to which cf. vol. vi, chap, ii) was written, the story 
of ‘ pacient Grissell,’ always a favourite with playwrights (cf. Ward, A. W., Eng. Dram. 
Lit. vol. I, pp. 428—430 and ante, p. 15), had appeared in vernacular dramatic form. 

1 Similar plays, not performed before the queen, but still extant, are Common 

Conditions (ixn'petiect) a.nd. The Pare Triumphs of Love and Fortune, 

® Of. post, chap, xm 
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of low life, showing how Tom suffers tribulation at the hands of 
his shrewish wife, and lio-vf, even when a friend has tamed her by 
drastic methods, he w’eakly surrenders the fruits of the victory 
which has been won for him. The piece has a lusty swing and 
vigour in its action and dialogue, and in its racy songs. It has 
also a certain underlying unity in the idea that a man cannot 
escape his fate, however unpleasant it may be. As Tom Tyler 
ruefully exclaims: 

If Fortune will it, I must fulfil it; 

If Destiny say it, I cannot denay it. 


But, if Tom Tijler be compared with The Taming of a Shreiv 
(to instance a play on a somewhat kindred theme, though it lies 
slightly beyond the period dealt with in this chapter), it will be 
evident how much native comedy had gained from contact with 
foreign models in careful articulation of plot and in refinement 
of diction and portraiture. 

The fusion of classical with native elements appears very 
clearly in Richard Edwards’s Damon and Pithias, a ‘tragical 
comedy,’ as he calls it, which was almost certainly acted before 
the queen in 1564 k The plot is di-awn from the annals of Syracuse, 
and such figures as Carisophus, the parasite, Eubulus, the good 
counsellor, Stephano, the slave-servant, and Dionysius, the tyrant, 
are borrowed from the Roman stage. Many classical quotations 
are introduced into the dialogue, which in the frequent use of 
arL-xpfivdia and of rhetorical moral commonplaces shows the 
influence of Seneca. Yet in spite of its debt to Latin drama 
Damon and Pithias is not an academic product, but is, in form 
and spirit, predominantly of native English type. It is not divided 
into acts after the classical manner; and in its deliberate mixture 
of pathos and farcical humour, and in its violation of the unity 
of time, it runs counter not exactly to the precedents of the 
classical stage, but to the current renascence perversion of them. 
The Syracusan court at which the action is laid is modelled upon 
the Elizabethan, and the rivalries of Aristippus and Carisophus 
had their counterpart in the intrigues among the virgin queen’s 


dates from 

lo71. Bnfc Edwardes Tragedy ' is mentioned in the Bevels’ accounts as having been 

^ Christmas, 1564. Damon and Pithias in 

the loose terminology of the day might well be called a tragedy in contrast with his 
ewher toying plays, to which Edwards refers in his prologue. The play was 
‘ ® “oartiers who saw his Palamon and Arcite at Oxford in 
September 1566 (cf po^-f vol. vi, chap. xii). Dtunm and Pithias was revived at 

Oxford m January 1568 (ef. loc, cit.). levivea ai 
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train, though the author protests against any topical interpreta¬ 
tion of his ‘courtly toyes': 


We doo prntes5t thlg flat, 

Wee tallce of Dionisius Courte, wee meane no Court but that. 

Even more unmistakably English is the character of Grim the 
collier, who hails from Croydon, though he never mentions his 
birthplace, and shows remarkable familiarity with Syracusan affairs. 
There is genuine, if coarse, vernacular humour in the episode of 
the shaving of him by the saucy lackeys, Will and Jack, who pick 
his pockets on the sly, while they chant the refrain ‘Too nidden 
and toodle toodle too nidden.’ And the episode, though in itself 
grotesquely irrelevant, is due to the playwright’s true instinct that 
comic relief is needed to temper the tragic suspense while the life of 
Pithias, who has become hostage for Damon during his two months’ 
respite from the block, trembles in the balance. The high-souled 
mutual loyalty of the two friends and the chivalrous eagerness 
with which each courts death for the other’s sake are painted with 
genuine emotional intensity. Though lacking in metrical charm or 
verbal felicity, Damon and Pithias has merits w'hich go some way 
towards accounting for the acclaim with which, as contemporary 
allusions show, it was received; and the play possesses an impor¬ 
tance of its own in the development of romantic drama from a 
combination of forces and materials new and old. As Roister 
Doister and Misogonus, based on Latin or neo-Latin plays, had by 
the incorporation of English elements gravitated tow^ards a type 
of comedy hitherto unknown, so Damon and Pithias, an original 
work by a native playwright, showed the strong influence of classical 
types and methods. Starting from opposite quarters, the forces 
that produced romantic comedy are thus seen to converge. 

George Wlietstone’s Promos and Cassandra, printed in 1578, 
is another tragicomedy in direct line of succession to Damon and 
Pithias. It is based on one of the tales in Giraldi Cinthio’s 
Hecatommithi, though the names of the leading figures are changed, 
as they were to be changed yet again by Shakespeare when in his 
Pleasure for Measure, founded on Whetstone’s play, he gave to 
the story its final and immortal form. Whetstone’s sense of the 
importance of design and structure is seen in his prefatory state¬ 
ment, that he had divided ‘the whole history into two commedies, 
for that. Decorum used, it would not be convayed in one.’ Thus 
the story of the self-righteous deputy, Promos, who seduces 
Cassandra by a promise of pardon to her condemned brother, 



so complex and formal a scheme arises largely from the fact, not 
mentioned by the playwright, that with the overmastering English 
'’^'’boration and realism, he ad" 
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much more closely linked to the main theme than is the humorous 
interlude in Damon and Pithias, for it heightens the impression 
of general social demoralisation and of hypocrisy in olBcials of 
every grade. With its far from ineffective portrayal of several 
characters new to English drama, and with its sustained level of 
workmanlike though uninspired alexandrines and decasyllabic 
lines, including some passages of blank verse. Promos and Cas¬ 
sandra is the most typical example of an original romantic play 
before the period of Shakespeare’s immediate predecessors. 

Edwards and Whetstone both prefaced their dramas with a 
statement of their theory of the function of comedy* 

In commedies the greatest skyll is this lightly to touch 
All thynges to the quicke; and eke to frame eche person so, 
lhat by his common talke, you may his nature rightly know. 

The olde man is sober, the yonge man rashe, the lover triumphyng in joyes 
The matron grave, the harlat wilde, and full of wanton toyes. 

VYmche all m one course they no wise doo agree; 

So correspondent to their kinde their speeches ought to bee. 

^ Tims wrote Edwards, and Whetstone, though without referrino- 

to Inin, paraphrases his words: “ 

To write a Comedie kindly, grave olde men should instruct, vono-e 
should showe the imperfections of youth, Strumpets should be lasdvious 
Boyea unhappy, and Clownes should speake disorderlye; enterminglino- all 
a^e^aetions m such sorte as the grave matter may insL^fcTnd 

The playwrights who wrote thus realised the principle, which 
under les romantic art, of fidelity to Nature in aU her various forms. 
But they and their fellows, except Gascoigne in Ms derivative 
productions, had not tlie intuition to see that the principle could 

the mfimtely flexible medium of daily intercourse between man 
coLTvVsneSr "^>1° gasped the secret, and taught 

transfiguration of v*t° mystery of the imaginative 

transfiguiatiou of Katiire, and thus inspire her to create 


Forms more real than living man, 
JNm'shugs of immortality. 


CHAPTER Y! 


THE PLAYS OF THE UNIVERSITY WITS 

Come foorth you witts, that vaunt the pompe of speach, 

And strive to thunder from a Stage-man’s throate; 

View Menaphon a note beyond your reach j 
Whose sight will make your drumming descant doate; 

Players avant, you know not to delight; 

Welcome sweete Shepheard; worth a Scholler’s sight. 

These lines of Tlionicis Brabine, prefixed to Greene’s M^ciidphoTi, 
(1589), follow hard upon Hashes involved and, today, obscure 
preface, To the Gentlemen Students.’ This preface is one long gibe 
at the poets and the writers who, either without university education 
had risen from the ranks, or, though thus educated, had chosen 
ways of expression not in accordance with the standards of the 
university wits. John Lyly, Thomas Lodge, George Peele, Robert 
Gi eene and Thomas Nashe, however they may have differed among 
themselves, stood shoulder to shoulder whenever they were facing 
the alcumists of eloquence ’ whose standards were not their own. 
Though, in the period from 1570 to 1580, the curriculum at Oxford 
and at Cambridge was still medieval, yet, as an addition to it, or in 
place of it, groups of students, from year to year, received with 
enthusiasm whatever returning scholars and travellers from Italy 
and France had to offer them of the new renascence spirit and 
its widening reflection in continental literary endeavour. A pride 
in university training which amounted to arrogance, and a curious 
belief, not unknown even today, that only the university-bred man 
can possibly have the equipment and the sources of information 
fitting him to be a proper exponent of new, and, at the same time, of 
really valuable, ideas and literary methods—these were sentiments 
shared by all the members of the group of ‘university wits.’ 

John Lyly, born in 1553 or 1554, was an Oxford man. He gradu¬ 
ated B.A. in 1573, and M.A. in 1575, and, in 1579, was incorporated 
M.A. at Cambridge. By precedence in work and, probably, in actual 
historical importance, he is the leader of the group. Indeed, 
Lyly is typical of the university-bred man whose native common- 

E. L. V Q 
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and humour just save him from the pedantry which conceives 


Blount, the compiler of the first collected edition of Lyly’s 
plays (1632), declared: 

Oap nation are in Ms debt, for a new English which hee taught them. 
Euphues and His England began first that language: All our Ladies were 
then his Schollers; And that Beautie in Court which could not Parley 
Euphueisme, was as little regarded as shee wMch now there speakes not 
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with pleasure. Thou canst not repent the Beading of them over; when Old 
John Lilly is merry with thee in thy Chamber, Thou shalt say, Few (or 
None) of our Poets now are such witty companions. 


But Blount wrote after the fashion of a publisher turned biographer, 
not as a man thoroughly informed. In regard to both Euphues 


much nearer the truth. In the plays which Lyly wrote between 
his first appearance as an author, in 1579, with his novel Euphues 
mid his Anatomie of Wit^, and his death in 1606, he was rather 
one who mingled literary and social fashions, a populariser and a 
perfecter, than a creator. The composite product bears the im¬ 
print of his personality, but he borrows more than he creates. 
A brief review of material, methods and style in his comedy will 
prove this true. 

What, in the first place, is the material ? Usually, the slight 
theme is suggested by some legend of the gods and goddesses; 
sometimes, as in Love’s Metamorphosis, the source is treated simply 
for its dramatic value-—as Lyly understood drama, of course j some¬ 
times for a fugitive allegory bearing on incidents in the career 
of the virgin queen, or in national afiairs; sometimes, as in 
Endimion, Sapho and Fhao and Midas, for what has been 
interpreted as complicated allegory; and, rarely, as in Mother 
Bomhie, for mere adaptive fooling. Such material for tenuous 
plots is not new. Turning the pages of the Accounts of the Bevels 
at Court, one finds titles of plays given by the children’s com- 
panies—the choirboys of St Paul’s, of the Chapel Royal, or the 
schoolboys of Westminster or of Merchant Taylors’ under 


‘ Bee. as to Euphuet and its influence, vol. m, chap, xvi, pp, 392 ft 
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Mulcaster—very similar to the names of Lyly’s plays. There 
are, for imtoncQ, IpMgenia, Narcissus, Alcmaeon, Quintus Fabius 
and Scipio Africmms. We do not know precisely what was the 
treatment applied to such subjects—in themselves suggesting 
histories, possibly allegories, or even pastorals—^but we do know 
that, jfrom the hand of Richard Edwards, master of the children 
of the chapel in 1561, we find plays which, in structure, general 
method and even some details, provided models for Lyly\ For 
instance, the Damon and Pitliias of Edwards, probably produced 
at court in 1564, deals with a subject of which Lyly was fond— 
contrasted ideas of friendship, here exemplified in two para¬ 
sites and the famous friends. The piece is loosely constructed, 
especially as to the cohering of the main plot and the comic sub¬ 
plot It derives its fun, also, from pages and their foolery. We 
possess too little dramatic work, especially work produced at court, 
of the period of 1560—80, to speak with assurance; yet it seems 
highly probable that Edwards was no isolated figure, but, rather, 
typifies methods current in plays of that date. 

Moreover, as has now been clearly demonstrated, the style 
of Lyly, even with all his additions and modifications, is but a 
stage of the evolution, in Spain, Italy, France and England, of 
a pompous, complicated, highly artificial style, derived firom the 
Latin periods of Cicero, to which each decade of the renascence 
and each experimental copyist had added some new details of 
self-conscious complexity. Lyly had two models: one, partly for 
style but mainly for material, and the other almost wholly for 
style. Tlie first was The Dial of Princes of Don Antonio de 
Guevara (1529, with English translations by Berners in 1534 and 
by North in 1557^); the second was George Pettie’s The Petite 
Pallace of Pettie his Pleasure (1576). What Lyly specially develops 
for himself is the elaborate and irritatingly frequent punning and 
the constant citation of the ‘ unnatural natural history ’ of Pliny. 
Nevertheless, Lyly was one of those—perhaps the chief among 
the prose writers of his day—who had a genuine feeling for style. 
He felt, as Bond has said, 

the need of and consistently aimed at what has been well denominated the 
quality of mind in style—the treatment of the sentence not as a haphazard 
agglomeration of clauses, phrases and words, but as a piece of literary 
architecture whose end is foreseen in the beginning and whose parts are 
calculated to minister to the total effect. 

^ See, as to the plays performed by the children of the chapel, post, vol. ti, chap, xi, 

* Of. vol. n, p. 340, and vol. m, p. 345. 
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Yet bis style is his own, rather because of the surpassing 
skill with which he handles its details and imprints the 
stamp of his personality on it, than because the details are 
original. 

Moreover, in his attitude toward love—his gallant trifling; his 
idealisation of women, which, with him, goes even to the point of 
making them mere wraiths; above all, in the curious eflect 
produced by his figures as rather in love with being in love 
than moved by real human passion—he is Italianate and of the 
renascence. Moreover, his interest in ‘manners maketh man’ 
shows the influence of II Cortegiano and numberless other re¬ 
nascence discussions of courtly conduct. 

Again, in his suspected allegorical treatment of incidents in 
the politics of the time, he, probably, does little more than develop 
the methods of political allegory current in the days of Henry VIII. 
Though the presumably large group of moralities which, in that 
reign, scourged conditions of the time, has, with the exception of 
Respuhlica and part of Albion Knight, disappeared, it is not 
difficult to believe that the allegory which we suspect in Endimion, 
Sa 2 Jho and Phao and Midas glances at Lyly’s own time, even as 
political moralities had represented people and conditions in the 
reign of Elizabeth’s father. Here, again, Lyly is not a creator, 
but one who, in a new time and for a new audience, applies an 
old method to modified literary conditions. Trace Lyly back as 
you will, then, to his sources, he is, in material and style, in his 
attitude toward men, women, manners and love, thoroughly of the 
renascence; for, looking back to the classics, and stimulated by 
modern Italian thought, he expresses himself in a way that 
reproduces an intellectual mood of his day. 

Hor, of course, is Lyly at all an innovator in his free use of the 
lyric. From the miracle-plaj^s downward, the value of music both 
as an accompaniment for strongly emotionalised speech, and as a 
pleasure in itself, had been well understood: the direction in the 
Chester series ‘ then shall God speak, the minstrels playing ’ proves 
the first statement, and the gossips’ song in the Chester Noah 
play proves the second. The presence, later, of choirboys in the 
miracle-plays and their performances at court, tended to main¬ 
tain the lyric in the drama; for their clear boyish voices were 
particularly suited to the music of the time. Often, too, young 
actors w ere probably even better as singers, for singing was their 
vocation, acting only an avocation. Lyly, as the chief of those who, 
at one time or another, wrote tor choirboys, merely maintains 
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the custom of his predecessors as to lyrics. Perhaps, however, he 
uses them rather more freely \ 

That these charming songs in Lyly’s plays are really his has 
lately been doubted more than once. Certainly, we do not find 
them in the quartos: they appear first in Blount’s collected 
edition of 1632, nearly thirty years after Lyly’s death. Yet 
Elizabethan dramatists in general seem never to have evaded any 
metrical task set them; and, usually, they came out of their efforts 
successfully. It proves nothing, too, that we find the song ‘Wliat 
bird so sings yet so dos wayl ?’ of Campaspe in Ford and Dekker’s 
The Sun's Darling (1032—4), or another, ‘0 for a bowl of fat 
canary,’ in the 1640 quarto of Middleton’s A Mad World, My 
Masters. With the Elizabethan and Jacobean latitude of view 
toward originality of material, with the wise principle cherislied in 
this age that ‘we call a thing his in the long run who utters it 
clearest and best,’ there was no reason why a dramatist should not 
omit quotation marks when using the work of a previous songster. 
On the other hand, when we recall the collaboration in the masques 
of Ben Jonson, not long afterw'ards, of Giles as master of song, 
Inigo Jones as architect, and Ferrabosco as dancing-master, there 
is no reason why Lyly should not have called in the aid of any 
of the more skilled composers about the court or the city. Words 
and music may have been composed by the music-master of the 
boys of Paul’s. Though we have no verse certainly Lyly’s which 
would lead us to expect such delicacy as he shows in ‘Cupid 
and my Campaspe played at cards for kisses,’ or juvenile bac¬ 
chanalia like ‘0 for a bowl of fat canary,’ yet, in the material 
from Diogenes Laertius which is the source of the scone in 
Alexander and Campaspe where the song of the bird notes 
occurs, there is certainly a hint for it. Therefore, as Bond has 
pointed out, though this song may have been written at Lyly’s 
order, it may equally well have been a part of his usual skilful 
creative use of material thoroughly grasped by him. When all is 
said, however, it is not wise, in the light of present evidence, to 
rest any large part of Lyly’s claim to the attention of posterity on 
his authorship of the songs in his plays. In all these respects, 
then—of material, method and attitude—Lyly, while genuinely of 
the renascence, is far more the populariser and perfecter than 
the creator. 

What, then, justifies the increasing attention given to Lyly’s 

^ As to tlie opportunities afforded to lyric poetry by the drama, cx. ante, voL iv, 
chap. VI, p. 115. 
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work by historians of English drama ? Wlierein consists his real 
contribution? It is a time-honoured statement that he definitively 
established prose as the expression for comedy, that his success 
with it swept from the boards the vogue of the ‘jigging vein’ of 
men who, like Edwards, had written such halting lines as these : 

Yet have I played with his heard in knitting- this knot; 

1 promised friendship, but—you love few words—I spake it but I meant 
it not. 

Who markes this friendship between us two 

Shall judge of the worldly friendship without more ado. 

It may be a right pattern thereof; but true friendship indeed 

Of nought but of virtue doth truly proceed. 

For such cumbrous expression, Lyly substituted a prose which, 
though it could be ornate to pompousness at his will, could, also, 
be gracefully accurate and have a certain rhythm of its own. But 
his real significance is that he was the first to bring together on 
the English stage the elements of high comedy, thereby preparing 
the way for Shakespeare’s Much Ado About Nothing and As You 
Lilte It. 'Whoever knows his Shakespeare and his Lyly well can 
hardly miss the many evidences that Shakespeare had read 
Lyly’s plays almost as closely as Lyly had read Pliny’s Natural 
History. It is not merely that certain words of the song of 
the birds’ notes in Ca^npa&pe gave Shakespeare, subconsciously, 
probably, his hint for ‘Hark, hark, the lark’; or that, in the talk 
of Viola and the duke^ he was thinking of Phillida and Galathea^; 
but that we could hardly imagine Lords Labour's Lost as existent 
in the period from 1690 to 1600, had not Lyly’s work just preceded 
it. Setting aside the element of interesting story skilfully developed, 
which Shakespeare, after years of careful observation of his audi¬ 
ences, knew was his surest appeal, do we not find Much Ado About 
Nothing and As You Like It, m their essentials, only develop¬ 
ments, through the intermediate experiments in Love's Labour's 
Lost and Tivo Gentlemen of VeroQia, frova. Lyly’s comedies ? 

What, historically, are the essentials of high comedy ? It deals 
with cultivated people in whom education, and refining environ¬ 
ment, have bred subtler feelings. These gods and goddesses of 
Lyly, who have little, if anything, of a classic past, but every¬ 
thing, in thought, attitude towards life and even speech itself, of 
the courtiers of Lyly’s day, are surely subjects for high comedy. 
So close, indeed, are these figures of mythology to the evanescent 
life of Lyly’s moment, that we are constantly tempted to see, in 

^ Twelfth Night, so. 4. * GaJatW, act lu, sc. S. 
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this or that figure, some well known person of the court, to hear 
in this or that speech, some sentiments according with well known 
opinions of this or that notability. And what is love in these 
comedies? Not the intense passion that burns itself out in 
slaughter—the love of the Italian novelle and the plays of Kyd, 
Greene and others Influenced by them. Nor is it at all mere 
physical appetite, as it often becomes, in the lesser Elizabethans 
and, generally, among the Jacobeans. Instead, as in As You 
Like It and Much Ado About Nothing, it is the motive force be¬ 
hind events and scenes, but not the one absorbing interest for 
author or reader: it is refined, sublimated, etherealised. Contrasts, 
delicately brought out, between the real underlying feelings of the 
characters and what they wish to feel or wish to be thought to 
feel, aU of this phrased as perfectly as possible according to 
standards of the moment, are what interests Lyly and what he 
teaches his audience to care for particularly. Certainly, then, 
we are in the realm of high comedy; for, surely, there can be no 
laughter from such sources which is not thoughtful laughter, the 
essential, as George Meredith has pointed out, of this iorm of 
drama. From start to finish, Lyly’s comedy is based on thought, 
and cannot properly be appreciated without thought. At every 
point, it is planned, constructed, modelled, to suit the critical 
standards of its author and of an exacting group of courtier 
critics, both eagerly interested in all that Italy and the continent 
had to offer them as literary models of the past and present. Lyly 
especially rested, for his prospective success, on his skill in phrase. 
It is not merely that he is an artist in the complications of the 
euphuistic style to which his own Euphues had given vogue, but 
that he is a student of skilled phrase for dramatic and charac¬ 
terising purposes. And this is of great significance for two reasons: 
first, because high comedy demands, as a further essential, a nice 
sense of phrase—witness Congreve and Sheridan among our later 
masters of it; and, secondly, because this careful phrasing of Lyly 
emphasises, for the first time in our English di’ama, the third 
essential of a perfect play. Story, the first essential, had been, 
crudely, understood so early as the trope in liturgical mysteries. 
By accretion of episode, constructive story, which is plot, developed. 
The need of characterisation soon came to be understood in miracle- 
plays, in moralities and in the interlude of the better kind. Yet 
phrase, not as a mere means of characterisation, but so treated, 
from start to finish, that it shall do more than expound plot and 
Characterise, that it shall give pleasure for its own sake by its form 
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or its content, is Lyly’s great contribution to tbe drama. As be 
himself said, ‘ It is wit that allureth, when every word shai have 
his weight, when nothing shal proceed, but it shal either savour of 
a sharpe conceipt, or a secret conclusion.’ More than anyone else 
before 1587, he raises our English drama to the level of literature; 
more than anyone else, he creates a popular drama—^for the great 
public liked it—which was also enthusiastically received by 
audiences at the court as the embodiment of prevailing literary 
tastes. He bridges from the uncritical to the critical public 
more successfully than any one of the dramatists, till Shake¬ 
speare’s depicting of character, as exhibited universally, revealed 
to all classes of men their community of experience and emotion. 
This raising of the intellectual level of the drama Lyly accomplishes, 
too, by the addition of the feminine qualities of literature—delicacy, 
grace, charm, subtlety. The English drama was masculine already 
to the point of swaggering. It was Lyly’s pleasant duty to refine 
it, to make it more intellectual, and thus to win the plaudits of a 
court presided over by a queen who, if virile in her grasp on 
afiairs of state, was certainly feminine in her attitude towards the 
arts. 

If, then, Lyly looks back to an English, a continental and, 
even, a classical, past, for inspiration and models, he yet rises 
above his sources in an accomplishment which is individual and 
of not merely ephemeral significance, but of great importance 
to those who immediately follow him in the drama. He intel- 
lectualises the drama; he brings, not adaptation, but original 
work, into closest touch with the most cultivated men and women 
of the time; he unites the feminine to the already existent 
masculine elements in our drama; he attains, even if somewhat 
hazily, that great dramatic form, high comedy, and, attaining it, 
breaks the way for a large part of Shakespeare’s work. 

George Peele (born 1558) graduated B.A. at Christ Church, 
Oxford, in 1577, and M.A. in 1579. Either he must have 
made rapid advance as a dramatist during his first years iii 
London, 1580—2, or, during his long career at the university, 
some nine years, he must have developed genuine dramatic ability. 
This is evident, because, in July 1583, he was summoned from 
London to Oxford to assist William Gager, author of Rivdles, 
in an entertainment which the latter was arranging for the recep¬ 
tion at Christ Church of Albertus Alasco, Polish prince palatine. 
Certainly, The Araygnement of Paris, Peele’s ‘ first encrease,’ as 
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(1600) is assigned to Mm and because of certain similarities of 
phrase ; but the play is usually accepted as his. The Hunting of 
Cupid, a masque extant only in a slight fragment, and The TurMsh 
Mahomet, which we know only by its title and some references, 
complete the list of Peele’s plays. 

Even tMs brief list, however, shows the variety in his work: 
the masque, in The Hunting of Cupid, and something very closely 
related to it, in The Araygnement of Paris', the chronicle history, 
in Edioard I, and, very probably, in The TurMsh Mahomet, an even 
more marked mingling of romance and so-called history; something 
like an attempt to revive the miracle-play, in King David and 
Fair Bethsabe ; and genuine literary satire on romantic plays of 
the day, in The Old Wives Tale. Whether this variety means 
that he merely turned his attention hither and thither as chance 
called him, or that he was restlessly trying to find his own easiest 
and best expression amid the many inchoate forms of the di'ama 
of the moment, it is perfectly clear that his inborn dramatic gift 
was slight. Neither dramatic situation nor characterisation 

^ Of. as to LocriKij Onte, ciiai). IV and 2?osi, ohap. X. 
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interests him strongly. After years of practice, he is not good 
in plotting. Even where he is at his best in characterisation, in 
such little touches as the following, he cannot sustain himself at 
the pitch reached: 

(Queen Elinor presents her babe to its uncle, Lancaster.) 

Q. Elinor. Brother Edmund, here’s a kinsman of yours: 

You must needs be acq[uainted. 

Lancaster. A goodly boy; God bless him!— 

Give me your hand, sir; 

You are welcome into Wales. 

Q. Elinor. Brother, there’s a fist, I warrant you, will hold a mace as 
fast as ever did father or grandfather before him. 

Uneven in characterisation, loose in construction to the point of 
recklessness, so extravagant in diction that, at moments, one 
even suspects burlesque, Peele leaves a critical reader wondering 
whether he was merely over-hurried and impatient of the work 
he was doing, or genuinely held it in contempt. Certainly, the 
chief merit of the fantastic Old Wives Tale is its clever satire on 
such romantic plays as Common Conditions. Peele, in his play, 
makes fun of just those qualities in the current drama w'hich 
Sidney criticised in his Defence of Poesie—the myriad happenings 
left untraced to any sufficient cause, the confusion caused by this 
multiplicity of incident, and the lavish use of surprise. The Old 
Wives Tale confuses the reader as much as any one of the plays 
which it ridicules; but, when seen, it becomes amusing and, in 
respect of its satire, a fit predecessor of The Knight of the 
Burning Pestle. As the first English play of dramatic criticism, 
it deserves high praise. 

This play shows, too, as Gummere has pointed out, the 
peculiar subjective humour of Peele, which rests on ‘something 
more than a literal understanding of what is said and done, a 
new appeal to a deeper sense of humour.’ He does not get his 
fun solely from time-honoured comic business, or clownery, but 
from dramatic irony in the contrast of romantic plot and realistic 
diction—indeed, by contrasts in material, in method, in characteri¬ 
sation and, even, in phrase. This is Peele’s contribution to that 
subtler sense of humour which we have noted in Lyly. In Lyly, 
it leads to high comedy : in Peele it finds expression in dramatic 
criticism. 

Though Peele’s life may have had its unseemly sides, he had 
a real vision of literature as an art: primus verhorum ariifex, 
Thomas Nashe called him ; nor, for the phrasing of the time, were 
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the words exaggerated, Reading his songs, such as that of Paris 
and Oeiione in The Araygnement of Paris, or the lines at the open¬ 
ing of King David and Fair Bethsabe, one must recognise that 
he had an exquisite feeling for the musical value of words ; that 
he had the power to attain a perfect accord between words and 
musical accompaniment. One can hear the tinkling lute in 
certain lines in which the single word counts for little; but the 
total collocation produces something exquisitely delicate. Yet 
Peele is far more than a mere manipulator of words for musical 
effect. He shows a real love of nature, which, breaking free from 
much purely conventional reference to the nature gods of 
mythology, is phrased as the real poet phrases. The seven lines 
of the little song in The Old Wives Tale beginning, ‘Whenas the 
rye reach to the chin,’ are gracefully pictorial; but the following 
lines from The Araygnement of Paris show Peele at his best, as he 
breaks through the fetters of conventionalism into finely poetic 
expression of his own sensitive observation: 

Not Iris, in her pride and bravery, 

Adorns her arch with such variety; 

Nor doth the milk-white way, in frosty night, 

Appear so fair and beautiful in sight, 

As done these fields, and groves, and sweetest bowers, 
BestreAv’d and deck’d with parti-eolour’d flowera 
Along the bubbling brooks and silver glide, 

That at the hottom do in silence slide; 

The water-flowers and lilies on the banks, 

Like blazing comets, burgeen all in ranks; 

Under the hawthorn and the poplar-tree, 

Where sacred Phoebe may delight to be, 

The primrose, and the purple hyacinth, 

The dainty violet, and the wholesome minth, 

The double daisy, and the cowslip, gueen 
Of summer flowers, do overpeer the green; 

Ayid round about the valley as ye pass, 

Fe may ne see for peeping flotoers the grass: 

Is there not in the italicised lines something of that peculiar 
ability which reached its full development in the mature 
Shakespeare——the power of flashing before us in a line or two 
something definitive both as a picture and in beauty of phrase ? 

One suspects that Peele, in the later years of his life, gave 
his time more to pageants than to writing plays, and not un¬ 
willingly. He certainly wrote lord mayors’ pageants—in 1585, 
for Woolstone Dixie, and, in 1591, his Diseiirsus Astraeae for 
William YVebbe. Moreover, all his plays except The Old Wives 
Tale were in print by 1594, and even that in 1595. One of the 
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Merrie Conceited Jests of George Peele, those rather dubious bits 
of biography, tells us ‘ George was of a poetical disposition never 
to write so long as his money lasted.’ Whether the Jests be 
authentic or not, those words probably state the whole case for 
Peeleh He was primarily a poet, with no real inborn gift for the 
drama, and he never developed any great skill as a playwright. 
This may have been because he could not; the reason may, 
probably, be sought in the mood which finds expression in The Old 
Wives Tale—s. mood partly amused by the popular crude forms of 
art, partly contemptuous towards them. Consequently, as he went 
on with his work without artistic conscience, without deep interest 
in the form, he could not lift it; he could merely try to give an 
imperfectly educated public what he deemed it wanted. But even 
tbia compromise with circumstance could not keep the poet from 
breaking through occasionally. And in his feeling for pure beauty 
—both as seen in nature and as felt in words—he is genuinely of 
the renascence. 

Robert Greene, born at Norwich in July 1558, took his B.A. at 
St John’s, Cambridge, in 1578, and his M.A. at Clare hall in 1583. 
He was incorporated M.A. at Oxford in 1588. Apparently, 
between the times of taking his B.A. and his M.A, degrees, he 
travelled, at least in Spain and Italy. Certainly, then or later, 
he came to know other parts of the continent, for he says in his 
Notable Discovery of Coosnage, H have smiled with the Italian... 
eaten Spanish mirabolanes.. .France, Germany, Poland, Denmark, 
I know them all.’ That is, by the time he was twenty-five, he had 
had his chance to know at first hand the writings of Castiglione, 
Ariosto and Machiavelli—the Italian authors to whom his work is 
most indebted. He had had, too, his chance of contrasting the 
newer learning of Italy with the traditional English teaching of his 
time. A man of letters curiously mingling artistic and Bohemian 
sympathies and impulses with puritanic ideals and tendencies, who 
had been trained in the formal learning of an English university, 
he was greatly stimulated by the varied renascence influences, 
and, by them, in many cases, was led, not to greater liberty, but to 
greater licence of expression. As novelist, pamphleteer and play¬ 
wright, he is always mercurial, but always, no uiatter how large his 
borrowings, individual and contributive*. 

1 As to the Merrie Conceited Jests, of. ante, voL iv, chap, xvi, p. 360. 

® See, as to Greene’s literary activity other than dramatic, vol. iii, chap, xvi, 
pp. 353 ff. and vol. iv, chap, xvi, pp. 318 ff. 
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Greene seems to liave begun bis varied literary career wliile 
still at Cambridge, for, in October 1580, tbe first part of Ms novel, 
ilmnillia, was licensed, tbougli it did not appear before 1583. In 
the latter year, the second part was licensed, though the first 
edition ’we have bears date 1593. We are not clear as to what 
exactly Greene was doing between the time of taking the two 
degrees; but, in some way, it meant a preparation which made 
it possible for him to pour out, between 1583 and 1590, a rapid 
succession of some dozen love stories and ephemeral pamphlets— 
Morando, Planetomacliia, Menaphon, Perimedes, Pandosto, The 
Spanish Ilasquerado, etc., etc. That, during this time or later, 
Greene was either a clergyman or an actor has not been proved. 
About 1590, some unusually strong impulsion, resulting either 
from a long sickness or, less probably, from some such contrition 
as his Repentance says the eloquence of John More at one time 
produced in him, gave him a distaste for his former courses, in 
literary work as well as in general conduct. Certainly, as Churton 
Collins has pointed out, Greene’s Mourning Garment, his Fareivell 
to Folly, 1590 and 1591, and his Ffsmw—which, though published 
after his death (1592) as written when he was moribund, was 
evidently, for the most part, composed about 1590—show this 
changed mood. Indeed, the mood was sufficiently lasting for him 
to write, in 1592, when he published his Philomela, 


I promised, Gentlemen, both in my Mourning Garment and Farewell to 
PoUy, never to busy myself about any wanton pamphlets again ... but yet 
am I come, contrary to vow and promise, once apm to the ® 

labour of love, which I hatched long ago, though now brought forth to 

light. 

In any case, it cannot be denied that his non-dramatic production 
in the two years of life remaining before 1592 was, for the mam part, 
very different from that which had preceded. Whether his series 
of coney-catching exposures formed part of a genuine repentance, 
it is quite impossible to telP. The three or four pampMets of this 
sort by Greene were not wholly the result of an observation which 
moved him irresistibly, either through indignation or repentance, 

to frank speaking. x* x^-i. j 

Even more puzzling, however, than his change of attitude, 

about 1590, or than his real feeling in his so-called 
the question raised with much ingenious argument by Chur on 
Collins, whether Greene began his dramatic work earlier than 
1590. Greene himself says in his Reptentanee : but a ei a y 

1 As to this, see o7ite, vol. ly, PP- 319 ff- 
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degrees proceeded Master of Arts (1583) I left the University and 
away to London, where... after a short time... I became an author 
of plays and love-pamphlets.’ That, certainly, does not sound as if 
Greene did not write any plays for some seven years after he left 
Cambridge. Moreover, another passage in Periniedes (1588)— 
‘Two mad men of Rome [that is London] had it in derision for 
that I could not make my verses jet upon the stage in tragical 
buskins ’—is open to two interpretations : namely, that he was 
derided for not attempting to write blank verse plays, or for 
failure in the attempt^ Churton Collins skilfully emphasises 
what is true, that neither Nashe, in the preface to Menaphon, 
nor any of the writers of commendatory verse accompanying 
Greene’s publications before 1590, mention his drama. But it 
is to be noted that two of the four passages cited by Churton 
Collins are dated as early as 1588. Now, most recent opinion 
does not favour the conclusion that, before this date, Greene had 
produced any surviving work besides Alphonsus and, in collabora¬ 
tion with Lodge, A Looking Glasse for London and England. 
Even in 1589, Nashe, in his preface to Menaphon, was looking for 
evidence to elevate Greene above the writers of blank verse plays, 
and, therefore, would hardly have counted the two plays mentioned, 
or even Orlando, against such overwhelming successes as The 
Spanish Tragedie, Tambwrlaine and Faustus. For A Looking 
Olasse was written in collaboration; one or both of the others may 
have been merely burlesque of the new high-flown style; and there 
is more than a suspicion that Alphonsus was a failure. As will 
be seen when the probable dates of the plays remaining to us are 
considered, the safer statement, probably, is that, although Greene 
had been writing plays before 1589, he had not accomplished 
anything which could be compared on approximately equal terms 
with the original achievements of Marlowe or of Kyd, and that his 
best dramatic work was produced in 1590 or after this date. 

The dramatic work remaining to us which is certainly his is 
small. A lost play oi Job is entered in the Stationers’ register in 
1594 as his. The attribution to him of Selimus on the authority of 
the title-page of the first edition, 1594, and of two quotations as¬ 
signed to him by Allot in Englands Parnassus, 1600, which are 
found in this particular play, is not accepted by either A. W. Ward 
or C, M. Gayley; and Churton Collins says that his authorship is 

J Churton Collins, unfortunately for his argument, seems to favour both opinions. 
See p. 75, vol. i, of his Plays ana Poems of Robert Greene, where he holds the former 
opinion ; and p. 40 of his introduction, where, apparently, he holds the second. 
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together, these are not sufficiently strong to warrant acceptance 
of the play as certainly Greene’s, no recent student of his work 
has been altogether willing to deny that he may have written it. 
If it be Greene’s, it is a late play, of the period of James IV. 

The two most recent students of Greene, C. M. Gayley in his 
Representative Comedies and Churton Collins in his Flays and 
Poems of Robert Oreene, working independently, agree that the 
order of Greene’s plays remaining to us should hQ, Alphonms, 
A Looking Glasse for London and England, Orlando Furioso, 
Frier Bacon and Frier Bongay and James IV. A Looking 
Glasse may best be considered in treating Lodge’s dramatic work. 
Alphonsus bears on the title of its one edition, 1599, the words, 
‘ Made by K G.’ Neither its exact sources nor the original 
date of performance is known. It is evidently modelled on 
Tamhurlaine, aiming to catch some of its success either by direct, 
if ineffectual, imitation, or by burlesque. Its unprepared events, 
its sudden changes in character and its general extravagance 

1 Of. yo»t, chap. vii. 
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of tone, favour the recent suggestion that it k burlesque rather 
than mere imitation. Here is no attempt to visualise and 
explain a somewhat complex central figure, in itself a great con¬ 
trast with Tamhurlaine. Rather, with the slenderest thread of 
fact, Greene embroiders wilfully, extravagantly. The characters 
are neither real nor clearly distinguished. Whatever may be the 
date of the play in the career of Greene, it is, from its verse and 
its lack of technical skill, evidently early dramatic work. Churton 
Collins, resting on resemblances he saw between Alphonsus and 
Spenser’s Complaints, wished to date the beginning of Greene’s 
dramatic work in 1591. That this theory separates Alphonsus 
widely from the success of Tamhurlaine in 1587 seems almost 
fatal to it; for the significance of Alphonsus, either as imitation or 
as burlesque, is lost if there was so wide a gap as this between it 
and its model. It seems better, on the metrical and other grounds 
stated by C. M. Gayley, to accept circa 1587 as its date. Moreover, 
it should be noted that so early a date as this for Greene as play¬ 
wright fits the words already quoted from his Repentance in regard 
to Ms having begun as a dramatist shortly after he left the uni¬ 
versity. 

In 1592, Greene was accused of having sold Orlando Furioso 
to the Admiral’s men, when the Queen’s men, to whom he had 
already sold it, were in the country. This serves to identify the 
author, who is not named on the title-page of either the 1594 or 
the 1599 edition. Its references to the Spanish Armada, and the 
common use by it and Perimedes, 1588, of five names approxi¬ 
mately the same, favour circa 1588 for its date. The earliest 
record of Frier Paeon and Frier Pongay is under 19 February 
1591/2 in Henslowe’s diary, when it is not marked as new. It was 
published in 1594. Were we sure whether it follows or precedes 
Faire Em, with which it has analogies, it would be easier to date. 
If it preceded, it belongs to about July or August 1589; if it 
followed, then 1591 is the better date. In either case, it is, perhaps, 
striking that there occurs in the play the name Vandermast, which 
appears, also, in Greene’s Vision, written, as Churton Collins shows, 
so early as 1590, although not published till later. Though the name 
appears in the chapbook which, seemingly, was the source of the 
play, no such conjurer is known to history. This tendency to use 
common names in pamphlet and in play has already been remarked 
in Perimedes Orlando Furioso. Greene may have borrowed 
it from his own play. This would favour the 1589 date for 
Paeon and Frier Pongay. Or, the play may have borrowed from 
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the Yision, in which case the evidence points to 1591. The 
Scottish History of James lY, slaine at Flodden is not at all, 
as its title suggests, a chronicle play, but a dramatisation of the 
first novel of the third decade of Giraldi Cinthio’s Hecatommithi. 

It clearly shows some interpolation; nor is it indubitable that the 
interludes of Oberon, king of the fairies, %?ere an original part 
of the play or by Greene. Certain resemblances between this 
play and Greenes Mourning Garment, 1590, besides references by 
Dorothea to the Irish wars and complications with France, point 
to 1590—1 as a probable date for this play. 

If Nashe’s statement be true, that Greene produced more than 
four other writers for his company, and a play each quarter, surely 
we must have but a small portion of his work. Yet what we have 
is marked by no such range of experiment as we noted m Peele s 
few plays. His sources, so far as known, are romantic—Ariosto s 
Orlando Furioso, a novel of Giraldi Cinthio and a series of 
fantastic tales about two conjurers. He handled his sources, too, 
in the freest possible way, sometimes using them as little more 
than frames on which to hang his own devices. In Alphonsus, for 
instance, it is nearly impossible to tell whether he had m mind 
either of two historical figures—Alphonso V, king of Aragon, Sici y 
and Naples, who died in 1454, and Alphonso I, king of Aragon and 
Navarre, who died in 1134. Probably, here, as in Orlando, where 
he follows Ariosto closely only in a few details, and m James IV, 
where he deliberately foists upon a seemingly historical figure 
incidents of pure fiction, he rather uses weU known names because 
he may thus interest the prospective auditor than because either 
these fimires or the historical material itself really interest him. 

NasL called Greene ‘a master of his craft’ in the art ot 
plotting. This merit in him has not been enough recognised; but 
any careful comparison of sources and play in the case of Fner 
Bacon or James IV will show that he was alive to the essentials 
of good play-writing and sensitive to the elements of inherent or 
potential interest in his material In Frier mean lie devd^ 
Le mere hint of the old romance^ that a maid Melhsant had two 
suitors, and that she preferred the gentleman to the knight, in o 
the somewhat idyllic incidents of Margaret of Frpsmgfield, Lacy 
and the king. He shifts the order of the stories at wil and 
binds together rather skilfully those he selects. He adds several 
characters ; and he vividly develops others only barely sugges e . 
In the opening act, he cleverly creates interest and suspense. In 

1 Chap. XV (1630). See Ohurton Collins’B Greene, vol. ii. p. 13. 
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James IV, he shows right feeling for dramatic condensation by 
representing the king as in love with Ida even at the time of his 
marriage with Dorothea, thus getting rid of the opening details of 
Cinthio’s story. By making Ateukin witness the collapse of his plans 
rather than hear of it, as in the story, he meets the eternal demand 
of an audience to see for itself what is important in the motives of 
a central figure. The letter incident he changes for the sake of 
greater simplicity and verisimilitude. In other words, he is no 
haphazard dramatic story teller; for his own time, he certainly 
is a master in the craft of plotting. 

Moreover, as he matures, he grows to care as much for 
character as for incident, as his development of Nano, Margaret 
and Dorothea proves. Nashe, thinking of Greene’s novels, called 
him the ‘Homer of women’; and it would not be wholly unfitting 
to give him that designation among pre-Shakespearean dramatists. 
With him, as with Kyd, the love story becomes, instead of a 
by-product, central in the drama—not merely the cause of 
ensuing situation, but an interest in itself. To see clearly what he 
accomplished for romantic comedy, one should compare his 
James IV with Common Conditions. Greene took over the mad 
romanticism of the latter production, of which Peele was already 
making fun—all this material of disguised women seeking their 
lords or lovers, of adventure by flood and field—but, by infusing 
into it sympathetic and imaginative characterisation, he transmuted 
it into the realistic romance that reaches its full development in 
Shakespeare’s Twelfth Night, Cymheline and The Winter's Tale. 
As Lyly had broken the way for high comedy by his dialogue, the 
group of people treated and his feeling for pure beauty, so Greene 
broke the way for it on the side of story—an element which was to 
play an important part in Shakespeare’s romantic work. He sup¬ 
plies just what Lyly lacked, complicated story and verisimilitude, 
and, above all, simple human feeling. Thomas Kyd, in his Spanish 
Tragedie, had raised such material as that of Tancred and 
Gismunda to the level of reality, making the love story central. 
Thus, Kyd opened the way to real tragedy. On the level, perhaps 
somewhat lower, of romantic comedy, Greene’s verisimilitude is 
equal. The more we study these men, the more true in many cases 
we find contemporary judgment. As Chettle said, Greene, in 
1590—2, was ‘the only commedian of a vulgar writer in this 
country.’ 

Thomas Lodge, born 1658, was educated at Trinity college 
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Oxford; the exact dates of his degrees are not known. He was a 
man of manifold activities. As pamphleteer, he wrote against 
Stephen Gosson in defence of the staged He began his play 
writing as early as 1582, and his novel writing as early as 1584 
with The Delectahle Historie of Forbonius and Prisceria. He 
took part in the expedition to Tercer and the Canaries in that year, 
and whiled away the tiresome hours of the voyage by writing the 
source of As You Like It, namely Rosalynde. Euphues’ golden 
legacie. On his return home, he published a book of verse, Scillaes 
Metamorphosis. Just before setting out on a voyage with 
Cavendish in 1592, he had published an historical romance. 
The Uistory of Robert, second Duke of Normandy, surnamed 
Robin the Divell ; during his absence, Greene published for him 
his Euphues Shadow, and so facile was Lodge that, immediately 
on his return, he printed another historical romance. The Life 
Death of William Longbeard, and his book of sonnets calle 
Phillis. There followed on these the publication of his two plays, 
The Wounds of Civill War and A Looking Olasse for London 
and England, 1594, though the latter play was undoubtedly 
written much earUer ; his book of verse, A Fig for^ Momus, 15^; 
and his romantic story, A Margarite of America, 1596. e 
cessation of imaginative work by him after this date, though he 
lived on till 1625, is curious. He had become a convert to the 
church of Rome : for this, the influence of his second wife, 
a Roman Catholic, may have been responsible. After all his 
roving, he settled down to the life of a physician in London, though, 
for a'time, before 1619, he was forced to live and practise in the 
Netherlands, because of complications in his London life. 

Evidently, the activities of the man were varied. Of his plays, 
only two survive. Inasmuch as no two critics agree with regard, to 
the exact parts to be assigned to Greene and Lodge in A Looktt^ 
Glasse for London and England, and since the only other play y 
Lodge deals with wholly different material, it is nearly impossible 
to judge his characteristics on the basis of A Looking Glasse 
one of the last survivals, in modified form, of the disappearing 
morality. The Wminds of Civill War is a Titm Andronicm, 
with all the thrills and horrors left out Monotonous in style 
and in treatment, it is evidently the work of a man neither y 
instinct nor by training a dramatist It shows, however, the 
jumbling of grave and gay usual at the time, without any o e 

> See poBt, yo\. n. cliap. xrv. As to Lodge's romances see voL la. clrap. xvi. 
pp. 360, 368 f. 


140 Plays of the University Wits 

saving liumour which kept Shakespeare, after his salad days, from 
disastrous juxtapositions of this nature. 

Lodge added nothing to the development of the English drama. 
With ‘his oare in every paper boat,’ he, of course, tried his hand 
at the popular form. Starting with a university man’s suspicion 
of it as essentially unliterary, his feeling probably turned to 
contempt when he made no real success. At any rate, in 1589, 
in his Scillaes 31etamor2yhosis, he gave over the stage, deciding 

To write no more of that whence shame doth grow: 

Or tie my pen to penny knaves’ delight, 

But live with fame and so for fame to write. 

Lodge, at best but a wayfarer in the hostel of the di'ama, made 
way for a throng of inpouring enthusiasts—and made way 
contemptuously. 

Thomas Nashe, though younger than Lodge, turned aside, like 
Peele, from his real bent into drama, but not, like Peele, to 
remain in it and to do a large amount of work. He left St 
John’s, Cambridge, in the third year after taking his B.A., because 
of some offence given to the authorities, and visited France and 
Italy. Returning to London, he not only published his Ana- 
tomie of Absurditie and his preface to Greene’s 3Iena2o7ion, both 
of 1589, but entered with enthusiasm into the virulent Jilartin 
Marprelate controversy\ Nor was his interest decreased when the 
quarrel became a personal one between him and Gabriel Harvey. 
The long series of politico-religious and maliciously personal 
pamphlets poured out by him for some seven years made him 
so notcAvorthy that it is not surprising he should have taken 
advantage of his reputation by writing for the stage. Whether 
he worked Avith MarloAve on Dido Qtieene of Carthage, published 
1594, or finished a manuscript left incomplete by the former, is not 
clear. Nor is it safe to base judgment of his dramatic ability on 
this pla}’^ because of the contradiction by critics in the apportion¬ 
ing of authorship. Of the lost Isle of Dogs, he says himself that 
he wrote only the induction and the first act. Wh en the play bred 
trouble, and Nashe, as author, Avas lodged in the Fleet for a time, 
he maintained that he was not really responsible for the contents 
of the play. But any reader of his pamphlets Avill need no proof 
that even an induction and a first act, if by Nashe, might contain 
much venom. Summer’s Last Will and Testament, acted at or 

*• See "vol. Ill, chap, xvii, pp. 392fi, .As to Nashe’s other pamphlets and prose 
fiction, see chap. XVI, pp. 362 ff. 
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near Croydon in 1592, gives little opportunity to judge Nashe’s 
real dramatic quality. It suggests both a morality and a play 
written for a special occasion. Nashe here shows himself ingenious, 
at times amusing, satirical as always. But to know Kaslie at 
his best in w'hat is really individual to him, one must read his 
pamphlets, or, better still, his Unfortunate Traveller, of 1594, 
the first of English picaresque novels. The dramatic work of 
Nashe suggests that he has stepped aside into a popular form 
rather than turned to it irresistibly. He cannot, like Lyly, 
adapt renascence ideas to the taste and the ideals of the most 
educated public of the time ; nor is he even so successful as Peek, 
who, like him, stepped aside, but who succeeded well enough to be 
kept steadily away from what he could do best. Nashe is far 
enough from Greene, who, whatever his ideas gained from the 
university and from foreign travel, could so mould and adjust 
them as to be one of the most successful of popular dramatists. 

As a group, then, these contemporaries illustrate well the 
possible attitudes of an educated man of their time toward 
the drama. Midway between Lyly and his successful practice 
of the drama, which, for the most cultivated men and women of 
his day, maintained and developed standards supplied to him, 
at least in part, by his university, and Thomas Lodge, who^ put 
the drama aside as beneath a cultivated man of manifold activities, 
stand Nashe, Peek and Greene. Nashe, feeling the attraction of 
a popular and financially alluring form, shows no special fitness 
for it, is never really at home in it and gives it relatively little 
attention. Peek, properly endowed for his best expression in 
another field, spends his strength in the drama because, at the 
time, it is the easiest source of revenue, and turns from the drama 
of the cultivated to the drama of the less cultivated or the un¬ 
cultivated. Greene, from the first, is the facile, adaptive purveyor 
of wares to which he is helped by his umversity experience, but 
to which he gives a highly popular presentation. Through Nashe 
and Lodge, the drama gains nothing. Passing through the hands 
of Lyly, Greene and even Peek, it comes to Shakespeare some¬ 
thing quite different from what it was before they wrote. 

University-bred one and all, these five men were proud of their 
breeding. However severe from time to time might be their censm es 
of their intellectual mother, they were always ready to take arms 
against the unwarranted assumption, as it seemed to them, of cer¬ 
tain dramatists who lacked this university training, and to confuse 
them by the sallies of their wit. One and all, they demonstrated 
their right to the title bestowed upon them—‘ university wits.’ 


CHAPTER VII 


MARLOWE AND KYD 
Chronicle Histories 

Whether, in strict chronology, we should say Kyd and Marlowe 
rather than Marlowe and Kyd is but a minor problem of precedence. 
Even if it be found, as some suspect to be the case, that The 
Spanish Tragedie is earlier than Tamhurlaine, we need not 
disturb the traditional order; for Marlowe, more truly than his 
contemporary, is the protagonist of the tragic drama in England, 
and, in a more intimate sense, the forerunner of Shakespeare 
and his feUows. After all, the main consideration is that the two 
poets may be grouped together, because, in ways complementary 
to each other, they show the first purpose of the higher and more 
serious type of English tragedy, the first hints of the romantic 
quality which is the literary token and honour of their successors, 
and, if Lyly be joined with them, the training and technical circum¬ 
stance of Shakespeare himself. 

Of the life of Christopher Marlowe \ son of a Canterbury shoe¬ 
maker and a clergyman’s daughter, there is little on record. To 
some of his contemporaries, and, unfortunately, to later biographers, 
interest in his personality has been confined to an exaggerated tale 
of blasphemy and evil Uving; above aU, to his death at the early 
age of twenty-nine, in a tavern braAvl at Deptford, by the hand of 
a ‘bawdy serving-man,’ named Archer, or Fraser, or Ingram. The 
recent elucidation of the facts of the poet’s career at Cambridge 
has happily diverted attention from the sordid ending and adjusted 
the balance of the scanty biography. In this short career there 
must, of necessity be little available to the antiquary; and yet we 
know as much of the man Marlowe as of the man Shakespeare, or, 
indeed, of any of the greater Elizabethans, Jonson excepted. 

Marlowe proceeded from the King’s school at Canterbury to 
Bene t (now Corpus Christi) College, Cambridge, about Christmas 

baptismal form, but the poet’s father is referred to as ‘Marley’or 
‘ Marlyn,’ and, in the Cambridge records, the name is spelt ‘Marlin,’ ‘Marlyn,’ ‘Marlen,’ 
Malyu. In 1588, he is described as ‘ Christopher Marley of London,’ and Peele 
speaks of ‘ Mariethe Muses* darling,* 



Marlowe s Early Life aitd Literary Work 143 

1580. He was in residence, with occasional breaks, till 1587, when 
he took his master’s degree, following on his bachelor’s in 1583—4, 
There is evidence that, soon after 1687, he had fallen into dis¬ 
favour at the university, and was already settled in London. 
He had probably been there for some time before the production 
of Tamburlaine in that year or the next. The interval between 
graduation and the appearance of this play is ingeniously filled in for 
us by Collier. We must, however, treat the ballad of The Atheist's 
Tragedie, which describes Marlowe’s actor’s life and riot in 
London, as one of Collier’s mystifications, and, together with it, 
the interpolation in Henslowe’s diary (fol. 19 v.) about ‘addiclons’ 
to Dr Faustus and a ‘ prolog to Marines tambelan.’ Cunningham’s 
suggestion that the young poet sought adventure as a soldier in the 
Low Countries, as Jonson did later, may be correct; but it must 
be proved on other grounds than his ‘familiarity with military 
terms.’ It is useless to speculate on the causes of the Cambridge 
quarrel and his alleged restlessness. Malone’s view that Marlowe 
had become heretical under the influence of Francis Kett, fellow 
of Bene’t, was based on a misconception of Kett’s doctrine. If 
Kett resigned his fellowship in 1580\ it would be hard to prove 
any association between him and Marlowe. The only extant piece 
which, with some show of reason, may be ascribed to this early 
period is the translation of Ovid’s Amores {Certaine of Ovids 
Elegies), which was printed posthumously, c. 1597. As an inter¬ 
pretation of the text, it does not reach even the indiSerent level of 
Elizabethan scholarship, but it conveys the sensuous quality of 
the original. Marlowe’s early choice of this subject and of another 
in the same vein (said by Warton to have been The Rape of Helen 
by Coluthus, non-extant) has many parallels in contemporary litera¬ 
ture; but it has gi’eater value as a commentary on the later work 
of the poet who, unlike Shakespeare, was not allowed time to 
outlive his youthful passion. We might find in the eighteenth 
elegy {Ad Macrum) of the second book of his Ovid a motto for 
his coming endeavour, when, sitting ‘in Venus’ slothful shade,’ he 
says: 

Yet tragedies and sceptres fill’d my lines, ^ 

But, tliongh I apt were for sncli Mgli designs, 

Love laughed at my cloak. 

If, later, he forsook the shade for the ‘stately tent of war,’ it was 
because his passion had been transformed, not because he had 
grown old- 

? gee nicn'ojMiry o/i'rafionai iiojrajjAy, art.‘ Marlowe.' 
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Marlowe’s first original work was the two pai'ts of Tamhurlaine 
the Great, played in 1587 or 1588, and printed in 1590. The 
grandeur of tlie style, the gorgeous strutting of Alleyn in tke 
Stle role, the contrast of the piece with the plays which had held 
the popular stage, gave Tamhurlaine a long lease of popularity; so 
that the Water Poet could truly say that the hero was not so 
famous in his own Tartary as in England. How strongly it im¬ 
pressed the public mind may be gauged by the number of attacks, 
some reasonably satirical, others merely spiteful, which came from 
literary rivals. From this onslaught, directed against what 
appeared, to classicists (like Jonson) and to ‘rhyming mother 
wits,’ to be an intolerable breach of all the laws of ‘ decorum,’ has 
sprung the tradition of ‘bombast’ and ‘brag’ which has clung to 
Marlowe’s literary name—a tradition which is at fault, not because 
it has no measure of truth, but because it neglects much that is 
not less true. 

This sudden success confirmed Marlowe in his dramatic 
ambition. Hard words like Nashe’s about ‘idiote art-masters... 
who... think to outbrave better pens’ could not deter this young 
Tamhurlaine of the stage. On the heels of his first triumph came 
The tragicall History of Dr Faustus, probably produced in 1588, 
though its entry in the Stationers’ register is as late as January, 
1601, and the earliest known edition is the posthumous quarto of 
1604. Interest in this play—a boldly drawn study of the pride 
of intellect, as consuming as the Tartar’s ambition—has been 
seriously warped by speculation on the crude insets of clownage. 
Many readers have felt that the comic scenes are disturbing 
factors in the progress of the drama, and that Marlow^e’s text 
has suffered from playhouse editing. The presumption is sup¬ 
ported by the evidence of the printer Jones, who tells us 
apologetically, in his edition of Tamhurlaine, that he ‘ purposely 
omitted...some fond and frivolous gestures, digressing, and, in my 
poor opinion, far unmeet for the matter.’ He saw the ‘disgrace’ 
of mixing these thin^ in print ‘ with such matter of wortL’ The 
bias for ‘decorum’ may, however, be too strong, and there may 
be reasons derived from consideration of the historical sentiment 
of the popular drama and of Marlowe’s artistic mood to make 
us pause in saying that the original has been greatly, and sadly, 
altered. As bibliography cannot help us, the position of these 
alleged ‘addicions’ of tomfoolery and squibs in the Marlowe canon 
becomes a purely critical matter. 

The same problem, but in a more difficult form, is presented in 
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the next play, The Jew of Malta. The first record of this piece is in 
Henslowe’s diary, February 1592, and two years later it is named 
in the Stationers’ register; but, as there is no evidence that it was 
printed before 1633, when it received the editorial care of Thomas 
Heywood, we have a ready excuse for disclaiming the poorer 
passages as the result of the playhouse practice of ‘ writing-up ’ 
for managerial ends. Yet, here again, caution is necessary, before 
we say that only in the earlier acts, in which Barabas is presented 
with little less than the felicity and dramatic mastery of Shake¬ 
speare’s Jew, do we have the genuine Marlow e. 

Tamburlaine, JDr Faustus and The Jew of Malta constitute 
the first dramatic group. In his next play The Troublesome 
Raigne and Lamentable Death of Edward the Second^, Marlowe 
turned from romantic tragedy to history. It is the first English 
‘ history ’ of the type which Shakespeare has given in Richard 
II- a drama of more sustained power, and showing some of 
Marlowe’s best work. It is this sustained power which has won for 
it since Charles Lamb’s time, the honour of comparison on equal 
terms with the later masterpiece; and, on the other hand, has 
stimulated the suspicion of Marlowe’s responsibility for the in¬ 
equalities of the earlier plays. The most convincing proof of the 
dramatist’s genius is conveyed in the transformation of the existing 
‘chronicle’ habit of the popular stage into a new genre. A 
a sixth play —The Massacre at Paris and The Tragedte of Dido 
Queene of Carthage—complete the list of the accredited femas. 
The first known edition of the former has been dated between 
1696 and the close of the century ^ ; the earliest text of the latter 
belongs to the year 1594. In these, it must be admitted the 
suspicion of patchwork is reasonably strong, especially m Dido, 
where Nashe is openly named on the title-page as a sharer in the 
work. The literary interest of The Massacre is very small, except, 
perhaps, in the second scene, where Guise’s speech has the ring of 
Tamburlaine : 


Give me a look, that, when I bend the brows, 
Pale death may walk in furrows of my_face; 

A hand, that with a grasp may gripe the worlde. 


An ingenious suggestion has been made that, in the more 
vagant passages in Dido, smc\ as the description of the death 
of Priam^, which Shakespeare parodied in Hamlet, Isasie i 

1 Perhaps acted in 1592; and printed in 1593, before the appearance of the earliest 

extant text by WUliam Jones, ^ s Aft n sc. 1. 

2 This play may have been composed before 1d93. • 
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* iaugliing' in his sle6ve/ and showing that ho had learnt the 
trick of ‘ bragging blank verse ’ and could swagger in ‘ drumming 
decasyllabons.’ It is better to take such passages at their poor 
face value, and to say that they cannot well be Marlowe s, even at 
his worst. Such blatant lines as fall to Dido when she addresses 
the ‘cursed tree’ which bears away the Trojan^— 

And yet I blame tbee not: thou art but wood. 

The water, wbicb our poets term a nymph, 

Why did it suffer thee to touch her breast. 

And shrunk not back, knowing my love was thei*e ? 

cannot be by Marlowe; or even by Nashe, whether in prankish 
or in serious mood. 

In these six plays we have all the dramatic w^ork directly 
planned, and, with minor reservations, written, by Marlowe. It 
would be foolish to claim that the texts are approximately pure; 
but till a more exact canon of criticism than that a young genius 
may not be astoundingly unequal in his handling be available, w’e 
prefer to hold him responsible for nearly all that goes to the 
making of the current texts. The terms of this vexing problem of 
collaboration are changed when we come to consider Marlowe s 
claims to a share in other men’s work. Here, it is clear that the 
plea must be that certain passages are in the manner of Marlowe, 
and of Marlowe at his best. There are few, if any, tests left to us, 
save the risky evidence of style—all the more risky in the case of 
a writer who is severely judged as an extravagant. Tims, Locrine 
appears to Malone—and as a firm article of his critical faith ^to 
resemble the style of Marlowe ‘more than of any other known 
dramatick author of that age.’ It would be as difficult to make 
this strange claim good as it has been to show the play to be 
Shakespeare’s 2. So, too, with Edward III—or an earlier draft of 
that pseudo-Shakespearean play—which Fleay described, without 
evidence and against probability, as Marlowe’s gift to his successor. 
Not less peremptorily may be dismissed the miserable play A Larimi 
for London which Collier tried to foist on the dramatist on the 
strength of some forged rigmarole on his copy of that piece®; and 
Lusts Dominion; Or, The Lascivious Queen (printed in 1657), which 
Collier, by way of amends, showed to contain allusions to events 
posterior to Marlowe’s death ; and, with these two. The Maiden s 
Holiday (now lost, through Warburton’s cook), a comedy asso- 

1 Act IV, sc. 4. ■ 3 mi 

s See post, cbap. x, ■where some striking resemblances between Locrine and The 

Spanish Tragedie •gointed out. 

» Bullen’s Mariowe, voL I, p. Ixxiv. 
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dated with the name of Day, who was not at work in Marlowe’s 

lifetime- . . 

Tliere remains tlie question of Shakespearean association, 
points of contact have been assumed; in King The 

Taming of the Shrew, in Titus Andronicus, and m the thiee 
parts of Henry VI. That Marlowe had any share m the old play 
\h6 Troublesome Raigne of John, King of England cannot be 
admitted; the refutation lies in the appeal of the ^ 

welcome to a ' warUke Christian and your countryman from those 
who had applauded the infidel Tamburlaine That Marlowe .s the 
author of the older shrew play, The Taming of a Shrew, m not 
more reasonable ; for the mosaic of quotations and remimscences 
of Tamburlaine and Dr Faustus prove, if they prove anj^mg, that 
the author could not be the writer of these plays. There is a 
spirit of burlesque throughout in wlrich the most incon-igible sel - 
critic would have hesitated to indulge, and which only a trans¬ 
formed’ Marlowe would have essayed. In the ^e of the much 
debated TUm Andronicus and the three parts of Henry Y1 there is 
some show of argument for Marlowe’s hand. The more fuU-bodied 
verae of Titus, the metaphorical reach and, above alb the dramatic 
presentment of Aaron-which have helped to give the play a place 
hi the Shakespearean canon-might well be the work ol the a 
of Tamburlaine. But similar arguments, not less plausible, have 
discVvered the pen of Peele, and of Greene. Mm^ h^ been said 
for the view that Marlowe had a share m Henry YI, 
difficult to come nearer an admission of his association than to 
say that he probably had a hand in The beUmxt^ 

iJo famous Homes of YorJce that 

wliich serves as the basis of the Second Part We may guep th 

“orated in the revision of the 

to find any hint of his style in the Fira f 

no evidence of an carUer vei-sion. On ‘he other hand, 

that the author of the First Part was famihar w-ith Tambmlaine, 

and in a way not to be explained as reminiscence . 

The chrLology of Marlowe’s non-dramatic work, other, and 
presumably later, than the translation of Ovid already named, h^ 
r h::“Ltermined. Two poems Hero 

First the poet’s 

doatlc The fii-st, which had been “ ""f‘^^t’cTDlcted ^ 

m 1598, and again in the same year, with the P 

1 Of. on this BTibiect, po$t, chap. viii. 
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Cliapman. The earliest known edition of the second is dated 
1600 • in which year also appeared two short pieces, the song 
‘Come live with me and be my love,’ in England's Helicon (in 
fuller form than the 1599 text in The Passionate Pilgrim), and 
the fragment ‘I walked along a stream for pureness rare,’ in 
England's Parnassus'^. The nearly simultaneous publication of 
these pieces appears to indicate an effort by friends to leave little 
or nothing of the poet’s work unprinted; and the fact supplies 
contemporary evidence of a kind hardly consistent with the popular 
view of the disrepute of Marlowe’s last years. Personal testimony 
from Edward Blunt (in his remarkable preface). Chapman and 
Nashe, supplemented by the praises which Hero and Leander 
won, from Shakespeare and Jonson and from humbler artists like 
the Water Poet, should go far to reduce the popular hyperbole 
of Marlowe’s social and spiritual outlawry. 

Since Marlowe’s day, when rivals burlesqued his style, opinion 
has been concerned chiefly with the extravagance of his art, with 
his bombast and transpontine habit and, incidentally, with the 
craft of his dramatic verse. The fault of this criticism is that it is 
inadequate, that it enlarges on the accidental at the expense of the 
essential, and obscures both Marlowe’s individual merit as a poet 
and his historical place in our literature. On the one hand, we 
make too much of the youthfiilness of his muse, of his restless 
longing and ‘ buccaneering ’; and, on the other, of his transitional 
or preparatory character. He is treated as a forerunner, a prede¬ 
cessor, a document for the prosodist j rarely, and, as it were, by 
chance, is he held in our literary affection for his own sake. He 
does not stand out as Shakespeare or Jonson or Fletcher does from 
the rush of scholarly controversy; he is a ‘ link,’ a ‘ signpost,’ to 
the historian of the English drama. 

What is fundamental and new in Marlowe and was indeed his 
true aid to his dramatic successors is his poetic quality—the gift 
of the ‘ brave translunary things ’ of Dray ton’s eulogy. If there be 
anything in the common statement that Shakespeare is indebted 
to him, it is less for his great pattern of dramatic verse or even for 
his transformation of the crude history play than for the example 
of a free imagination, compassing great things greatly. It is harder 
to think of Shakespeare’s profiting by direct study of Marlowe’s 

i To these lias been added an unimpoitant Elegy on [Sir Eoger] JlanicoOd, pre¬ 
served in MS in a copy of the IG‘29 edition of ilero and Leander; but the ascription 
has small authority, il any. 
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‘experiments’ in caesura and run-on lines tlian of liis finding 
encouragement in the wealth of metaphor and in the energy of 
the new drama. In this poetic habit rather than in technical 
ingenuities are we to seek in such predecessors as Marlowe and 
Lyly for points of touch with Shakespeare. Let us, however, not 
exaggerate the borrowing: the kinship is of the age rather than 
of blood, the expression and re-expression of that artistic sen&e 
which marks off the literature of this period from all that had gone 
before. The interest of Marlowe’s work is that it is the fiist to 
show how the age had broken with tradition. If it unveil so much 
to us, it may have helped even Shakespeare to feel his own power 
and reach. This feeling or understanding, we may call, though too 

crudely, the ‘borrowing’ from Marlowe. 

A careful comparison of Marlowe’s style, whether m veree- 
translation or in tragedy, with what had preceded, will show the 
insufficiency of the judgment that it is ‘youthful or preliminary. 

It is too full-bodied, too confirmed in its strength. It conveys the 
impression, even in those passages which have been tardilpxcused, 
of a vigour and richness of poetic experience far beyond what we 
find in the artist who is merely making his way or is toying with 
experiment. If Marlowe fail to achieve the highest, it is not 
because he is a little less than a true poet, or because he canno 
temper the enthusiasm of adolescence, but because the self-imposed 
task of transforming the ‘jigging veins’ of the national literature 
to statelier purpose was one of the hardest w 11 c genius cou 
attempt. The familiar epithet ‘titanic, m which criticism has 
souo-ht to sum up the poet’s unmeasured aspirations, or J. A. 
Symonds’s hard-worn phrase Amour de VImposstbU may help 
us to express something of this imaginative vigour which was used 
in the transmutation of the old dross. Marlowe has the self- 
Dossession of the strong man; he is no imitator, no pupi o 
theory, Senecan or other, which he would substitute for what he 
found. The inequalities in his art are the effect of this strengt i, 
rather than the signs of undeveloped power.^ To a genius riciy 
endowed from the first, and placed in such circumstance, hteiary 
development of the kind familiar to ns m the careers of more 
receptive artists was impossibla In his plays we pass suddenly 
from creditable verse to lines of astounding power, both of imageiy 
aTfom and we do so again and again. It is not onr uncertainty 
of the chrLology of his plays which prevents onr placmg *em “i a 
series of accomplishment, or doubt of his genius which makes us 

. ‘ Th. Amour ■ (Sjmouds, (1834), p. b03,) 
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chary of joining in the wholesale condemnation of the interludes of 
clownage and extravagance preserved in the texts. There is no 
younger or more mature Marlowe as there is a younger or more 
mature Shakespeare; and this is so, not because Marlowe’s years 
fall short of the time which brings the harvest to most men. 

The characteristics of Marlowe’s style which the traditional 
criticism has singled out and deplored—the persistent hyperbole, 
the weak construction of the plays and their one-man and no¬ 
woman limitations, the lack of humour—are not to be confounded 
with the faults which go by the same name in the work of weaker 
contemporaries. Nor is it enough to say, in partial excuse of 
the first, that all Elizabethans, including Shakespeare, are of 
necessity hyperbolic in habit, and that Marlowe’s excess is but the 
vice of that all-pervading quality. So much is certain : that the 
excess is not a mere makeweight or loading-on, to satisfy the 
clamour of the pit, and that the dramatist does not find an artistic 
pleasure in the mere use of bombast. There is always the sense of 
intimacy, even in the most extravagant passages, between the word 
and the situation which it expresses. The suggestion is literary ; 
seldom, if ever, theatrical. 

Indeed, we are on safer ground for the appreciation of Marlowe 
if W'e approach him from the literary side. Though he served 
English drama surpassingly well by giving it body and momentum, 
he rarely supplies a model in the technicalities of that genre. 
This is made clear, not only by the lack of variety in the choice of 
character and in the setting and construction, but by the absence 
of dramatic development in the portrayal of his heroes. What 
development we find is the outcome of a purely literary 
process, showing eloquence rather than action, a stately epical 
movement rather than the playwright’s surprises of situation and 
character. Even in the passage where Tamburlaine laments by 
the bed of his dying Zenocrate, the poet achieves great pathos 
not by the mere ‘stir’ of the scene, but by that Miltonic know¬ 
ledge of word values, by the conscious (and rarely overconscious) 
delight in anaphora and line echo (‘To entertain divine Zeno¬ 
crate’), and by the climax of metaphor. We feel that by the 
sheer verbal music of the recurring name, as in the scene of the 
wooing^, and, again, in the great speech in part I, act V, sc. 1, the 
poet attains a dramatic eflect undramatically. When has the 
magic of the word been used to better purpose than in the 
passage in which Tamburlaine, after hearing the speeches of 

^ Parti, aot i, bo. 2. 
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Cosroe and Meander, and catching at the parting lines of the 
latter, 

Year majesty sbail shortly hare yoar wish. 

And ride in triumph through Persepolis, 

says, 

‘And ride in triumph through Persepolis 1 
Is it not brave to be a king, Techelles? 

Usumcasane and Theridamas, 

Is it not passing brave to be a king, 

‘And ride in triumph through Persepolis?’^ 

Tills is the word music which rings out of such lines as 

By knights of Logres, or of Lyones, 

Lancelot, or Pelleas, or Pellenore, 

and gives Marlowe as well as Milton his place as an ‘ inventor of 
harmonies.’ 

Marlowe’s high seriousness (bluntly called lack of humour) sug¬ 
gests a further Miltonic analogy, and lends support to the view 
that his cast of thought, unlike that of many of his great suc¬ 
cessors in the drama, found readier expression in the processional 
of the imagination than in episode and the conflict of character. 
His contemporary, Kyd, had a stricter conception of the purpose 
and method of the playwright; but Marlowe’s gift of the secret 
of stateliness was the true capital and endowment of the Eliza¬ 
bethan drama. 

Two illustrations may be offered of Marlowe’s transforming 
power; one, his treatment of the chronicle play 5 another, his 
creation of blank verse as a dramatic instrument. 

The first examples of the English chronicle play belong to the 
early eighties of the sixteenth century. Historical personages 
appear in the drama of the transition, but neither in their treat¬ 
ment nor in their setting do we find anything which approaches 
what we must understand by a chronicle play or ‘history.’ The 
use of historical material by the stage represents three artistic 
intentions, more or less distinct. The first is didactic or satirical, 
and offers the key to some of the leading changes in the later 
morality. It appears early in the treatment of Bible story; later, 
in the humanising of allegorical characters, as in the identification 
of Herod with ‘Cruelty’; later still, in the introduction of his¬ 
torical characters such as cardinal Pandulfiis and Stephen Langton. 
The second is patriotic in motif, the expression of a strong national 
consciousness stirred by the political fervours of Elizabethan 
England, and stimulated on the literary side by the appearance of 

^ Part I, act u, 80. 5 . 
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a multitude of prose works on historical subjects. Here, we have the 
true beginnings of the dramatic 'history’ ushered in by such plays 
as the old Eenry V and Jack Straw ; defined later by Peele and 
Marlowe in their Edwards ; and, by the end of Elizabeth’s reign, 
already exhausted, after the masterpieces of Shakespeare. The 
third, the romantic, showing an interest in history because it offers 
an artistic relief from contemporary conditions, hardly falls under 
consideration at this point. Something of its mood appears in the 
mythical tales crudely dramatised in the early Tudor period and 
utilised by the Elizabethans; but it was its strangeness, the 
opportunity given to fancy and emotion, which attracted the 
playwrights. It is the ‘unhistorical’ sentiment of the romantic 
revival of a later century which turned to the Middle Ages for the 
sheer delight of treading forgotten paths and escaping from the 
present 

It is a reasonable question whether there is any such genre as 
the chronicle or history play, for the term, in its strictest sense, 
means no more than a play, presumably a tragedy, which draws its 
subject from the national annals. The ‘history play,’ like the 
historical novel, is, at its best, an effort to analyse, by dramatic 
means, the development and effect of character. Rarely has it set 
itself the task of the general interpretation to which the historian 
proper is committed. Being a study of character which is in¬ 
cidentally historical, it does not stand apart from the accepted 
dramatic categories. The Elizabethan habit, familiarised in the 
division of Shakespeare’s plays into ‘tragedies,’ ‘comedies’ and 
‘histories,’ has exaggerated the value of the distinction. The 
true interest of the matter is that, in the popular appeal to 
history during the stirring close of the sixteenth century, not a 
few of the greater playwrights found their opportunity for the 
delineation of character in less tragic circumstance: seldom, 
perhaps only in Shakespeare, and in him not often, is the his¬ 
torical interpretation, the ‘truth’ of the ‘true’ tragedies, of any 
concern. Marlowe’s merit as the beginner of the history play so- 
called lies in his humanising of the puppets of the Kynge Johan 
type, not in the discovery for us of the true Edward. 

Edward J/ is not the first of the patriotic plays which sup¬ 
planted the didactic and satirical morality (the dramatic counter¬ 
part of A Mirror for Magistrates), or of the Senecan variants, 
from. Gorhoduc to The Mi^ortunes of Arthur and Xomwe. 
Of the extant forerunners, the roughly Arz.-wa. Fanious Victories 
of Henry the fifth md. Jack Straw (printed in 1593) may be 



in 1594) and in the ‘ troublesome ’ text of I Henry FJ, as it appears 
in the Shakespeare folio. In this historical laboratory, in wliich 
some ask us to believe that Marlowe gained experience m the 
earlier texts on which Farts I and II of Henry YI were founded, 
as well as in the Shakespearean revisions, and even in the Shake¬ 
spearean Part I, we have the making of Edward II, and, as a 
further effect of the collaboration, of Richard II. 

The praise of Edward II has probably been extravagant. Be¬ 
cause it is the first historical play of the stricter type, and because 
there is more characterisation and episode in it than in his earlier 
plays it is singled out as Marlowe’s best dramatic effort. It is 
necessary to supplement this half-truth. Such improvement as it 
shows in construction and in development of character, is less 
real than may seem. Every play based on intimate history has 
an advantage in these respects. The ‘fine restraint’ for which 
Edward II has been admired is partly due to the fact that, 
unlike Richard II, with which it is often compared, it chooses 
a more extended period of action, and is, therefore, compehed to 
congest or select the episodes. The condensation, which has in¬ 
duced some critics to speak of the simplicity of Marlowe’s treatment, 


at the most urgent moments, the opportunity of fuller character¬ 
isation. Even when we make allowance for the greater number 
"ractS of the first order aad for the part of Isabel!^ it 
is impossible to separate the play from the earlier ^Marlowe 
category: not only because it is a re-expression of the simple 
problem of the impassioned resolute man, but because it is 
Lndamentally literary in its mood. Such “cre^® 
is the effect of the medium, and of that only. Ibat t 
literary bias is strong hardly requires iUustratiom The keynote 
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is struck in Gaveston’s opening speeches, especially in that 
beginning 

These are not men for me; 

I must have wanton poets, pleasant wits, 

Musicians, 

in Edward’s talk with his friends in flight, and in the debate on 
his abdication. We are disappointed of the stricter dramatic 
requirements, of (in Swinburne’s words) ‘the exact balance of 
mutual efiect, the final note of scenic harmony between ideal 
conception and realistic execution.’ The characters do not 
‘secure or even excite any finer sympathy or more serious in¬ 
terest than attends on the mere evolution of successive events 
or the mere display of emotions (except always in the great 
scene of the deposition), rather animal than spiritual in their 
expression of rage or tenderness or suffering^’ We may go 
further and say that neither as a pure literary effort nor as a 
drama does Edward II overtop, at least in its finest single 
passages, what Marlowe has given us elsewhere. In the gruesome 
death scene, we hold breath no harder than we do at the critical 
moment of Faustus’s career. In passion and word music, the play 
never surpasses the earlier pieces: the shackles of the chronicle 
keep it, on the one hand, fi*om the imaginative range of Tamhur- 
laine or Faustus, and, on the other, from the reach of great tragedy. 
Yet, as an effort to interpret history on the stage, it is the first 
of any account, and hardly inferior to what is reputed best in 
this genre. Independent of such merit as is individual to it as 
literature is the credit of having reformed the awkward manners 
of the ‘true tragedies’ to statelier bearing. Marlowe satisfied 
the popular craving for the realities, as he had sought to satisfy 
the vaguer spiritual longings of his ambitious age. In no single 
case is his achievement final or artistically complete; but the 
cumulative effect of his insistence on a great idea, his undiminished 
force of passion and his poetic fulness are his great gift to 
English tragedy. 

To Marlowe’s literary instinct rather than to his faculty as a 
playwright the Elizabethan drama was indebted for the further 
gift of blank verse. Though the development of the instrument 
in his hands is the outcome of an experience which, unlike 
Milton’s, was exclusively dramatic, it is easy to note that the 
phases of change, the discoveries of new effects, do not arise, as 
might be expected, from dramatic necessity. The plasticity of 

^ Age of Shakesjaeare, 1908, p. 6. 
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Marlowe’s line, whicli is its most remarkable characteristic, is the 
direct expression of his varying poetic mood, the ebb and flow 
of metaphor, the organ and pipe music of word and phrase.^ The 
diflferences are apparent when we pass from such lines as in the 
great apostrophe to Helen to these ^: 

From Scythia to the oriental plag-e 
Of India, where raging Lantchidol 
Beats on the regions with his boisterous blows, 

To Amazonia under Capricorn; 

And thence as far as Archipelago, 

All Afric is in arms with Tamburlaine; 

and to these, in the fii-st scene of The Jew of Malta : 

The w'ealthy Moor, that in the eastern rocks 
Without control can pick his riches up, 

An d in his house heap pearls like pebble-stones, 

Beceive them free, and sell them by the w'eight; 

Bags of fiery opals, sapphires, amethysts, 

Jacinths, hard topaz, grass-green emeralds, 

Beauteous rubies, sparkling diamonds, 

And seld-seen costly stones of so great price, 

As one of them indifferently rated, 

And of a caret of this quantity, 

May serve in peril of calamity 
To ransom great kings from captivity. 

and to these, from Edward II ^: 

The griefs of private men are soon allay’d, 

But not of kings. The forest deer, being struck, 

Buns to an herb that closeth up the wounds; 

But when the imperial lion’s flesh is gor’d. 

He rends and tears it with his wrathful paw, 

An d, highly scorning that the lowly earth 
Should drink his blood, mounts up to the air. 

Such prosodic transitions do not show the intimate textual 
relationship to be found in Shakespeare’s plays. In Marlowe’s 
verse, each and all sort with a variety of mood which, in origin 
and expression, is epical, at times lyrical, rarely dramatic. 

It is scarcely possible, without giving much space to illus¬ 
tration, to measure the diflferences in technical accomplishment 
between Marlowe and the earlier practitioners in blank verse. It 
matters not whether we take Surrey’s rendering of the second and 
fourth Aeneid, which has the historical interest of being the first 
example of the naturalisation of the ‘straiinge meter,’ or Gorloduc, 
also historically interesting as the ‘first document’ of dmmatic 
blank verse in English: in these, it is as hard to foresee the 
i Part II, act 1, so. 1. ® Act y, so. 1. 



1^6 Marlowe and Kyd 

finding of a new prosodic mstrumeiit as in the experiments of 
Drant and his circle. Indeed, in both, there is only a violation of 
English sentiment; and nothing is given by way of compensation. 
In the confusion of accent and quantity the life of the verse has 
gone out; the quantitative twitchings never suggest vitality; 
each line is cold and stiff, laid out with its neighbours, in the 
chance companionship of a poetic morgue. These conditions are 
not entirely wanting in Marlowe: we see them when we institute 
a close comparison with Shakespeare and Milton. Nevertheless, 
his blank verse is, for the first time in English, a living thing; 
often as full-veined and vigorous as anything in the later master¬ 
pieces. This verse (if it be described in general terms) discloses 
greater variety in the accentuation of the line, greater regularity 
in the use of equivalence in the foot, an occasional shaking of the 
caesura from its ‘classical’ pose, the frequent employment of 
feminine endings even in exaggerated form, as 

And Faustus hath bequeathed his soul to Lucifer, 

or in the lines from The Jeiv of Malta, quoted on the previous 
page; above all, the breaking away from the pause and sense close 
at the end of each line. We have, in a word, the suggestion of 
that fluidity and movement which we find in the Miltonic verse 
paragraph. Marlowe achieves his line by the sheer rush of imagina¬ 
tion, like a swollen river sweeping down on its dried-up channel, 
filling its broad banks and moving on majestically. It is accom¬ 
plished by neither stage eloquence nor stage passion: its voice 
has the epical timbre, the os magna sonaturum. If there be 
anything in the hackneyed opinion that the poet weighted his 
lines with w'hat has been called ‘bombast’ and ‘rant’ to make 
good the lost ballast of rime, it tends to a further confirmation 
of the belief that his technique was the outcome of an experience 
which was literary in origin and process. 

The dramatic career of Thomas Kyd covers a shorter period 
than Marlowe’s; and, despite the great popularity and influence 
of The Spanish Tragedie, it lacks both the range and sustained 
interest of the work of his junior and associate. He was the 
son of one Francis Kyd, a city scrivener, and was educated at 
Merchant Taylors’ school, in which, from 26 October 1565, he was 
a fellow pupil with Edmund Spenser. This date and an earlier 
fixing his baptism on 6 November 1558 are the sole biographical 
evidence available, with the exception of sundry references, at 
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tlie close of bis short life, in papers connected with the judicial 
enquiry into Marlowe’s religious opinions. For the rest, we must 
rely on the interpretation of the well known passage in Nashe s 
nreface to Greene’s Menaplion (1589) and of certain cp^tic 
entries in Henslowe’s diary. The former, by the elaboration of 
its satirical anger, acquires the value of a biographical dorament. 
Even if we had not the punning reference to the ‘Kidde in 
Aesop ’ (a reminiscence of the ‘ May ’ eclogue of The Shepheards 
Calender) we should recognise, with due allowance for the extra¬ 
vagance of the attack, that the series of allusions constitutes 
strono- circumstantial evidence as to the victim’s career down to 
1589.” From this passage, therefore, we assume that Kyd had early 
forsaken his apprenticeship to his father’s ‘ trade of Noverint ; 
that being weak in Latinity (and so charged unjustly), he had 
turned to play-making and had ^bled’ Seneca through its ‘English 
veins- that, in this barber-surgeon enterprise, he had interested 
himself in the story of Hamlet \ and that, later, he had fallen to 
the task of translating from Italian and French. The reference 
to the botching up of blank verse ‘with ifs and ands’ seems to 
be explained by a line in The Spanish Tragedie^; and the 
ridiculed phrase ‘bloud is a beggar’ may prove to have a 
textual interest when fortune gives us the pre-Shakespearean 

The earliest known dated work ascribed to Kyd is ^ The 
Householders Philosophie, a version of Tasso’s Padre di Famigka. 
This volume, by ‘T. K.,’ printed in 1588, probably represents 
the ‘twopenny pamphlet’ work from the Italian to which Kashe 
refers toLrds the close of his depreciation. The French enter¬ 
prise, also amiably described by the same hand, may remain to 
us in Pompey the Great, his faire Corneliaes Tragedie, whic^ 
appeared under Kyd’s name in 1595^ as a translation of Garnier s 
Corndie, and in the record of his intention to follow w^h a 
rendering of that author’s Porde. This intimation of Kyd s 
interest in the French Senecan brings him into immediate touch 
with lady Pembroke and her coterie, and gives point to Kashe’s 
double-sensed gibe that the translators ‘for recreation after their 
candle-stuffe, having starched their beardes most curiously’ made 
‘a peripateticall path into the inner parts of the Citie’ and 
snent ‘two or three bowers in turning over French Poudu. 
translation of Corndie and a pamphlet on The Murihenng 


1 Act II, so. 1, 79. 

Aji anonymous text appeared in 1594. 
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of John Bremen, Goldsmith (printed by his brother John Kyd in 
1592) appear to be the latest efforts of Kyd’s short career, which 
came to an end about December 1594. In the short interval 
anterior to this hackwork, between 1585 and the publication of 
Nashe’s attack in 1589, the public were probably in possession 
of the works on which his reputation rests, his Hamlet, The 
Spanish Tragedie, and The Tragedie of Solimon and Perseda. 
These and the discredited First Part of Jeronimo still supply 
some of the thorniest problems to Elizabethan scholarship. Here, 
only a partial statement can be attempted. 

We know that in 1592 The Spanish Tragedie was enjoying the 
fullest popular favour. None of the earliest quartos—AUde’s 
undated print, Jeffes’s in 1594, White’s in 1599—give a clue to the 
authorship. The entry of the licence for The Spanishe tragedie of 
Bon Horatio and Bellmipeia (Bellimperia) on 6 October 1692 is 
silent; so, too, the later editions, and the notes in Henslowe of 
Ben Jonson’s additions in 1601 and 1602. It is not till we come to 
the casual reference by Thomas Hey wood to ‘M. Kid’ as the 
author^ that what might have proved another bibliographical crux 
is fully determined. We may assume, from the hints in the in¬ 
ductions to Cynthia’s Revels and Bartholomew Fayre, that the 
play was written between 1585 and 1587. Not only are there no 
direct references to the great events of 1588, such as could hardly 
be absent from a ‘Spanish’ tragedy—but the deliberate allusion 
to older conflicts with England^ shows that the opportunity which 
Kyd, as a popular writer, could not have missed had not yet come. 

The theme of The Spanish Tragedie is the revenge of ‘ old 
Hieronimo ’ for the undoing of his son Don Horatio and the 
‘pittiful death’ of the former in accomplishing his purpose. 
Though contemporary satire fixed upon the play, and made it out- 
Seneca Seneca in passion for blood, the essence of the drama 
lies in the slow carrying-out of the revenge. In this, rather than 
in the mere inversion of the rdles of father and son, is there analogy 
with the Shakespearean Hamlet ; as there is, also, in certain details 
of construction, such as the device of the play within the play, the 
presence of the ghost (with aU allowance for Senecan and early 
Elizabethan habit), and, generally, the coordination of three stories 
in one plot. Consideration of this analogy helps us to define Kyd’s 
position in regard to both the English Senecan tragedy and the 
Shakespearean: the more immediate matter is that Kyd’s interest 

^ Ajpology for Actors, 1612. The Sjoanish Tragedie, &at l, so. 5. 
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in this ‘variant’ of the Hamlet story supports, ratlier than con¬ 
demns, the conjecture that he had already been engaged on the 
tragedy of the son’s revenge. Such recasting by one hand of a 
single and simple dramatic motif is credible ; and, in Kyd’s case, 
likely, when we recall the alleged relationship of Solimon and 
Perseda with The Spanish Tragedie. There are few authors of 
Kvd’s repute whose work suggests more clearly a development 
from within, a re-elaboration of its own limited material. For this 
reason, it is hard to disbelieve that he wrote a ‘ first part ’ to his 
Spanish Tragedie, even if we be persuaded that the extant text of 
the First Part of Jeronimo is not fi-om his pen. 

Kyd’s authorship of a Hamlet which served as the basis for the 
Shakespearean Hamlet is more than a plausible inference. As the 
arguments in support of this are too lengthy for discussion in this 
place, only a general statement may be made. In regard to the 
Lte ’ we conclude, from the passage in Nashe, that the Saxo- 
Belleforest story had been dramatised before 1589. As there is no 
evidence that it had attracted attention in England before the 
tour of English actors on the continent, and, as they returned 
from Elsinore towards the close of 1587, we may very reasonably 
fix the date of production in 1587 or 1588. The assumption that 
Kyd is the author rests on these main bases: that the firet quaito 
of the Shakespearean Hamlet (1603) carries over some sections of 
an original play, and that there are many parallelisms between the 
Shakespearean play and The Spanish Tragedie, in construction in 
phrase and even in metre, and between it and Kyd’s other works, 
in respect of sentiment. The likenesses in construction already 
hinted at make up, with the textual data, a body of circumstantial 
evidence which the most cautious criticism, fully conscious of the 
risks of interpreting the re-echoed expressions of the spirit of the 
age as deliberate plagiarism, is not willing to throw aside. Indeed, 
the cumulative force of the evidence would appear to convert the 
assumption into a certainty. If, as no one will doubt, Shakespeare 
worked over, and reworked over, some Hamlet which had already 
secured popular favour, why should we, with Kashe and the com¬ 
parative testimony before us, seek for another than Kyd ^ e 
Lthor of the lost, perhaps unprinted, play ? We are left with the 
regret that, having Shakespeare’s revisions, we are denied the 
details of the master’s transformation of the origma copy. The 
lesson of this sequence would have told us more of Shakespeare s 
‘mind and art’ than we could learn irom the unravelling oi ail his 

collaborated plays. 
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That Kyd, following his ‘ serial ’ habit of production, wrote a 
‘first part ’ for his ‘tragedy’ is, as we have said, possible, but not 
a tittirof evidence is forthcoming: that he wrote The First Part 
of Jeronimo. With the Warres of PortugaU, and the life and 
death of Don Andrcea, which we have in the quarto edition of 1605, 
is, despite the authority lent in support of the ascription to him, 
wholly untenable. The problem of Kyd’s association with a first 
part may be resolved into two main questions. In the first place, 
did he write, or could he have written, the extant text of 1605 ? 

In the second place, is this piece to be identified with the play 
entitled ‘Done oracio’ alias ‘The Comedy of Jeronymo,’ alias 
‘ Spanes Comodye donne oracoe,’ which appears seven tiines 
in Henslowe’s list of the performances, in 1592, of The Spanish 
TragedieH A rapid reading of the First Part will show that, 
far from there being ‘ adequate internal evidence ’ for assigning 
the play to Kyd, there is proof that it must be by another hand. 
To maintain the ascription to Kyd, we should have to adduce 
very solid testimony, external as well as internal, that Kyd was 
capable of burlesque, was a veritable ‘sporting Kyd,’ and was 
Puck enough to make havoc of his art and popular triumph. For, 
from beginning to end, the piece is nothing but a tissue of 
rhetorical mockery, a satire of ‘ tragical speeches ’ and of inter¬ 
meddling ghosts ; often, on closer inspection, a direct quizzing of 
The Spanish Tragedie itself. By no access of literary devilry 
could the author of old Jeronimo transform that hero to the 
speaker of such intentional fustian as 

Now I remember too (0 sweet rememberanee) 

This day my years strike flftie, and in Borne 
They call the fifty year the year of Jubily, 

The merry yeare, the peacefull yeare, the jocond yeare, 
h. yeare of joy, of pleasure, and delight. 

This shall be my yeare of Jubily, for ’tis my fifty. 

Age ushers honor; ’tis no shame; confesse, 

Beard, thou art fifty full, not a haire lesse2. 

And it would be hard to believe that Kyd had joined in the raillery 
of Nashe and the pamphleteers, 

0, for honor, 

Your countries reputation, your lives freedome, 

Indeed your all that may be termed reve^ig. 

Now let your blonds be liberall as the sea 3; 

or could write the ludicrous dialogue between the ghost of Andrea 
and Revenge at the close. The inevitable conclusion is that this 

1 C&liei Jeronymo in Henslowe. ® Act i, so. 1. * Act iii, so. 1. 
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First Part cannot have been written by the author oiThe Spaimh 
Tragedie ; and further (and almost as certainly), that this builesque 
by another hand is not the piece which was interpolated by lord 
Grange’s men in their repertory of 1592. The opportunity tor the 
burlesque came more naturaUy in the early years ofthe iiew > ■ 

when The Spanish Tragedie had been refurbished by Ben Jonso , 
and attention had been called to it by his characteristic criticism 
of the old play. Internal evidence, notably the aUusions to the 
Roman jubilee of 1600 and the acting of the play by the childien 
of fte chapel supports the general conclusion against Kyds 

authorship. It should, however, be 'I 

First Part does not answer Heiislowe s label ot com , 
teellvlntTwe make allowance for the vague nomenclature of 
the time and consider that the play makes no pretence to more 
han r ‘ selusness ’ of burlesque. Further, the shortness rf the 

to conjure up an audience of the early nineties, or even ot 160o, 

iiiougnnosouuictto slenderest 

nf RnJi'tnon and Pcrscda to K.ydj it j i 

ot aomnovb tuiu, x wbicn it 

pounds that It as eraj a> , courffie Controversy of 

S ( “78? wMch also supplies the origin^ of the 

Cupids Lauteis ^ entered m the 

pseudo-Shakespearean . b P 

Stationers f ^ l4 association with Kyd 

Spanish Tragedie. If we aspme that ““ ““f/. the 

for both renderings, the questmn remain becaure of the 

earlier, decision on this point is more dafficult touse « 

Imo- nnnularitv of Wotton’s translation, and of JacquM 
long PJ« ^ ” <f 7 «r-as shown in the successive refer- 

:Slm ^nSS» (1683), to Shakespear^s 

and kenry IV. Shakespeare’s pointed all^ons to tox 

captain Bobadil of Solumn incline to 

current popularity of the play, and 

dispute Sarrasin’s conclusion that it w^ an ear y 

cedent to The Spanish Tragedie. It appears, on t 
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reasonable to fix the date of composition between the appearance 
of The Spanish Tragedie and the entry in the Stationers’ register 
in 1592 , and to consider it, if it be given to Kyd, as a fuller 
handling of the sketch for Jeronimo and Bellimperia. Certain 
similarities in motif, construction and phrase^ are tempting aids to 
the finding of a single author for both plays. On the other hand, 
the closer we find the likeness, the harder is it to reckon with the 
difficulty of believing that an author would thus repeat himself. 
If, as Kyd’s most recent editor maintains, Solimon lacks the show 
of genius of The Spanish Tragedie, and if, as is also admitted, 
there is a close family likeness (on which, indeed, the argument of 
one parentage is based), we are in danger of being forced, contrary 
to this critic’s view and our own (as already stated), to the con¬ 
clusion that the inferior play must be the earlier. The problem 
is further complicated by the presence of a strange element of 
comedy in Solimon. This, and, especially, the transcript of the 
miles glorioms type in the braggart Basilisco, introduces us, if 
not to a new author, to a new phase of Kyd’s art. And so we 
float, rudderless and anchorless, on the sea of speculation®. 

The difficulty of determining the authentic work of Kyd makes 
any general estimate of his quality and historical place more or 
less tentative; yet the least uncertain of these uncertainties and 
the acknowledged work in translation give us some critical foothold. 
Kyd, in the words of his Hieronimo, proclaims his artistic 
fellowship with the author of Tamhurlaine : 

Give me a stately written tragedie; 

Tragedia cothurnata fitting Kings, 

Containing matter, and not common tilings^. 

Even if we allow, on the most liberal interpretation of the claims 
set up by his editors, that he shows a subtler sense of humour than 
is to be found in Marlowe, we are never distracted from the sombre 
purpose of his art. A closer student of Seneca than was his brother 
dramatist, he transfers, with direct touch, the ‘tragical’ rhetoric, 
the ghostly personages, the revel in stage massacre; yet never in 
the intimate fashion of the Tenne Tragedies or of his own version 

1 E.g. the words ‘ tralucent ’ (translucent) ‘ breast ’ in Solimon, act ii, sc. 1, 60, and 
The Spanish Tragedie X, sc. 91). 

® The suggestions that Kyd had a share in The Taming of a Shrew (see Fleay's 
English Drama, ^rol. n, pp. 9l~d3) &n.i in Titus Andronicus, that he wrote Arden of 
Feversham (see Crawford, G., Collectanea, 1st series), or even the indifferent Bare 
Triumphs of Love and Fortune (printed in 1589) are not convincing. The fragments 
transmitted by Allott in England's Famassus (1600) may not have had a dramatic 
context; and they are too slight for the building up of any theory, 

* The Spanish Tragedie, act lY, sa. 1, 156—8. 
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nf Harnler. We have probably exaggerated bis love of ‘blood. 
Despite the sensationalism of Horatio’s death, Kyd never reaches 
to the depths of horror satirised in the induction of A warning for 
Faire Women, or disclosed in Titus Andromcus (and for t ns 
reason we discredit his association with this experiment of youth), 
and thouo-h, like Webster, whose career as a dramatist began 
after Kyd“s had ended, he deals rawly with the story of revenge, 
that bis zest for the terrible is losing force. Popular 
opinion neglects these hints of approximation to the gentler mood 
of Shakespearean tragedy, as it chooses, also, to forget t le con¬ 
tributory usefulness of his and Marlowe s extravagance m t 

““Tto interel*of°K%'s work is almost exclusively 
Like Marlowe’s, it takes its place in the development of En lis 
trao-edy by revealing new possibilities and offering a model m 
technique • unlike Marlowe’s, it does not make a second claim upon 
us as great literature. The historical interest hes in Ae advance 
which Kyd’s plays show 

plot, and in effective situation. Kyd is *« «*“““ * „„ 

Larim^ of episode and of the ‘movement of the story 01 

Z * f n nnri the first to give the audience and reader 
characterisation, and the hisr g fniinwH from this 

the hint of the development of character which follows from ti 

In other words, he is the first English dramatist wdm 
writes dramatically. In this respect he was well served by his 
instinct for realism. The dialogue of his ‘ stately written tragedy 

BellimperiasaioppiuB “ ^ Senecans, with TambwUane. 

1 j/te Svaniih TragedU, act m, sc. b# 
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persistent reminiscence of Kyd’s stagecraft throiigliout the Sliake- 
spearean plays, of devices which could not come from any earher 
source, and, because of their fi’equency, could not come by chance. 
We reflect on the fact that he, who may have been the young 
author making trial of Kyd’s manner in Titus Andronicus, found 
more than a theatre-hack’s task in working and re-working upon 
the early Hamlet. From the straggling data we surmise, not 
only that Shakespeare knew and was associated with Kyd’s work, 
but that the association was more to him than a chance meeting in 
the day’s round. Jonson with his ‘additions’—even with the 
Painter’s Part^ placed to his credit—supplies an instructive con¬ 
trast ; he intrudes as a censor, and will not be on terms. Yet the 
fact is worth record in the story of Kyd’s influence, that his work is 
found in direct touch with that of Shakespeare and Jonson. We 
want to know more of this association, above all of the early 
Hamlet which Shakespeare used; and, wishing thus, we are driven 
to vain speculation, tUl the Jonsonian Hieronimo stays us, as 
he may well do elsewhere in the ‘quest of enquirie’ into Eliza¬ 
bethan authorship : 

’'Tis neithei* as you tliink, noi* as you thinke, 

Nor as you thinke; you’r wide all: 

flhese slippers are not mine; they were niy soniie Horatio^s. 

^ 1 The Spanish Tragedie, act in, sc. 12 a. There are six ‘ additions,’ including the 
‘Painter’s Part.’ See bibliography. 




CHAPTER Vin 


SnAKESPEARE: LIFE ARD VLAYS 

All writing which is not of the loosest kind about Shakespeare 
must, almost necessarily, be dominated by one of two distinct 
estimates of the positive information available on the subject. 
There is the view that all this information really comes, as a matter 
of fact, to very little; and there is the view that, as a matter of fact, 
it comes to a good deal The former is the more common, and— 
though the other has been held by persons whose opinion deserves 
the utmost respect, and to whom our debt for the labour they have 
spent on the question is very great—it is probably the sounder. The 
more impartially, the more patiently and the more respectfully, 
so far as regards the laws of critical and legal evidence, we examine 
the results of Halliwell-Phillipps among dead, and of Sidney Lee 
among living, enquirers, the more convinced do we, in some cases, 
at least, become that almost the whole matter is ‘ a great Perhaps,’ 
except in two points: that one William Shakespeare of Strattord- 
on-Avon was, as a man of letters, actually the author of at any 
rate the great mass of the work which now goes by his name, and 
that, as a man, he was liked and respected by nearly all who knew 
liim. These things are proved, the first critically, the second 
legally and historically. To the critical certainties we can add con¬ 
siderably, and to the critical probabilities immensely. But, legaPy 
and historically, we are left, at least in the way of certainties, with 
a series of dates and facts mostly relating to matters of pure busi¬ 
ness and finance-—a skeleton which is itself far from complete, and 
which, in most points, can only be clothed with the flesh of human 
and literary interest by the most perilous process of conjecture. 
We are not quite certain of the identity of Shakespeare s father j 
we are by no means certain of the identity of his wife ; we do not 
know, save by inference,that Shakespeare and she ever went tin ough 
the actual ceremony of marriage; we do not knoAV when he began 
his dramatic career; we know the actual date of the first production 
of very few of his pieces, let alone that of their composition. 
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llmo'st all the commonly received stuff of his life story is shreds 
and patches of tradition, if not positive dream work We do not I 
know whether he ever went to school. The early journey to 
London is first heard of a hundred years after date. The deer 
stealing reason for it is probably twenty years later. ^ The crystal¬ 
lisation of these and other traditions in Rowe’s biogi'aphy took 
place a hundred and forty-six years after the poet’s supposed birth. 

To hark back: it is not absolutely certain, though it is in the highest 
degree probable, that the ^ Shake-scene in Greene s outbui st is 
Shakespeare. ‘Shake-scene’ is not so very much more unlikely 
a term of abuse for an actor than ‘ cushion- ’ or ‘ tub-thumper ’ for i 

a minister. And Chettle s supposed apology is absolutely, and, it ; 

would seem, studiously, anonymous. The one solid ground on 
which we can take our stand is supplied by Ben Jonson’s famous, but | 
mainly undated, references. They form the main external evidence j 
for the two propositions which have been ventured above; to 
them, as to a magnetic centre, fly and cling all the contemporary, 
and shortly subsequent, scraps of evidence that are true metal; 
they supply the foundation piece on which a structure, built out 
of internal evidence, may be cautiously, but safely, constructed. 

Kext to them, though in a difiTerent kind, comes Meres’s Palladis 
Tmnia passage in 1698. The publication dates of Venus and 
Adonis, of Lucrece, of the Sonnets, as well as the fact and date of 
the purchase of New Place, are tolerably fast-driven piles, the 
death date is another; the publication of the first folio yet 
another. We are not, therefore, in a mere whirl of drifting atoms, 
a wash of conflicting tides; but we may be more exposed to such 
a whirl or wash than men who like solid ground could desire. 

No biography of Shakespeare, therefore, which deserves any 
confidence, has ever been constructed without a large infusion of 
the tell-tale words ‘ apparently,’ ‘ probably,’ ‘ there can be little 
doubt ’; and no small infusion of the still more tell-tale ‘perhaps,’ 

‘it would be natural,’ ‘according to what was usual at tlie time’ 
and so forth. The following summary will give the certain facts, 
with those wdiich are generally accepted as the most probable, 
distinguishing the two classes, so far as is possible, without 
cumbrous saving clauses, but avoiding altogether mere guesswork, 
unless it has assumed such proportions in ordinary accounts that 
it cannot be passed by. 

The name of Shakespeare appears to have been very common, 
especially in the west midlands; and there was a William Shake¬ 
speare hanged (cf. his namesake’s ‘ Hang-hog is Latin for bacon ) 




rTOnofEicliard),wlio,atonetime,wasa pr-,,- 

nr at any rate, a prosperous man of business as wooktapler, fel - 
’ „er and so forth, thinking himself gentleman enough to mate 
repelted applications for coat armour, which, at M, were granted 
Tlds John Stokespeare married Mary Arden, an heiress of a good 
yeomanly family, but as to whose connection with a more d^- 
Lffuishld one of the same name there remains mnch loom io 
doubt The uncertainty of the poet's birthday is one of the best 
Loin things about him. He was baptised on 28 April 156d 
and nrobability, reinforced by sentiment, has decided on the 23rd, 
St gIo^* dlk for the earlier initiation. He would seem to 

liflve had three brothers and two sisters. 

Ihere was a free grammar school at Stratford, to which, as the 
liiq father he would have been entitled to admission , and 
b n that he went there. Aubrey, who is almost 

enthely unsupported, even says that he was a schootoaster himself 
CSnt is Inly of importance, first in regard to Jonson s femous 
ascription to him of ‘smaU Latin and less Greek ; secondly, and 
Smore, in relation to the difficulty which has been raised as 
to a person of no, or little, education having written the plays. 
Sie firircount matters little-many schoolboys and some school¬ 
masters have answered to Ben's description. The second matters 
Zh-for it seems to be the ground upon which some persons o 
wit have joined the many of none who are Baconians or at least 
r^inrihe Stratforder,' as certain anti-Shakespearean Germans 

““xt^ifficnlty comes from - mixture 

1 •^^r.cmce A lawyer of moderate inteUigence and no extia- 
“redncation will get np, on his brief, at a few days' notice, 
mSowl"*-eltreillly technical kind than Shakespeare 
Zwa on any one point, and will repeat the process lyegard to 
shows 0 y P lournalist of no greater intelhgenco and 

wiU It a few hours' or minutes’ notice, deceive the very 

^T^thell wTy. OmniBcience. no doubt, is divine; but 
elect m tne sa-me ^ ^ crratcbed and ad- 

mrffe'science-especially multisciei.ce a 
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is not what, in the book sense, Shakespeare knew, but what he 
did and was. And the man—whoever he was—who wrote what 
Sliakespeare wrote would have had not the slightest difficulty in 
knowing what Shakespeare knew. 

The stories of his apprenticeship (to a butcher or otherwise) 
aie, again, late, very uncertain and, in part—such as his making 
speeches to the calves he was to kill—infinitely childish, even 
when quite possibly true. The story of his marriage, though 
starting from some positive and contemporary facts, is a very 
spider’s web of unsubstantial evolution. On 28 November 1582 

> 4 ^^ ...... 0\1 _ -y ^ 
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became sureties for £40 in the consistory court of Worcester to 
free the bishop from liability in case of lawful impediment, by pre¬ 
contract or consanguinity, to the marriage of ‘William Shagspeare 
and Anne Hathwey’ which might proceed hereupon with only 
one publication of banns. On 26 May 1583, Shakespeare’s eldest 
daughter, Susanna, was baptised at Stratford. Moreover (a much 
more surprising thing than this juxtaposition), on the very day 
before the signing of the bond, a regular licence was issued for the 
marriage of William Shakespeare and Anne Whateley— 2 . coinci¬ 
dence extraordinary in any case, most extraordinary if we note 
the extreme closeness of the names Hathwey and Whateley 
and remember tii&t A-nne Hathaway is not otherwise traceable, 
though Agnes Hathaway (the two names are in practice confused) 
is. This mystery, however, has been less dwelt on than the 
irregular character of the ‘bond’ marriage and its stiU more 
irregular chronological adjustment to the birth of Susanna. On 
this, on the apparent fact that the wife was eight years older than 
the husband, who was only eighteen, on his long absences from 
Stratford and on the solitary bequest (and that an afterthoua-ht) 
of his second-best bed to his wife, have been founded romances 
moralisings, censures, defences, hypotheses of formal antenuptial 
contract, every possible symptomatic extravagance of the Ims 
mmimntatoria, every conceivable excursion and alarum of the 
hunt after mares’ nests. The only rational course of conduct 
M to declme to solve a problem for which we have no sufficient 
data, and which, very likely, is no problem at aU. Only as 
Shakespeare’s works have been ransacked for references to dis¬ 
approval of marriages in which the bride is older than the 
husband, and to anticipations of marriage privileges, let us 
once nmre appeal to the evidence of those works themselves. 
Iso wiitti of any time—and his ovm time was certainly not one 
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of special respect for marriage—has represented it so constantly 
as not only ‘good’ but ‘delightful,’ to retort La Rochefou¬ 
cauld’s injurious distinction. Except Goneril and Regan, who, 
designedly, are monsters, there is hardly a bad wife in Shakespeare 
—there are no unloving, few unloved, ones. It is not merely in 
his objects of courtship—Juliet, Yiola, Rosalind, Portia, l^liraiida 
—that he is a woman-worshipper. Even Gertrude—a questionable 
widow—seems not to have been an unsatisfactory wife to Hamlet 
the elder as she certainly was not to his brother. One might 
hesitate a little as to Lady Macbeth as a hostess—certainly not as 
a wife. From the novice sketch of Adriana in the Errors to the 
unmatchable triumph of Imogen, from the buxom honesty of 
Mistress Ford to the wronged innocence and queenly grace of 
Hermione, Shakespeare has nothing but the heau role for wives. 
And if, in this invariable gynaecolatry, he was actuated by dis¬ 
appointment in his own wife or repentance for his own marriage, he 
must either have been the best good Christian, or the most pigeon- 
livered philosopher, or the most cryptic and incomprehensible 
ironist, that the world has ever seen. Indeed, he might be all 
these things, and feel nothing of the kind, For the next incident 
of the biographic legend—^the deerstealing and consequent flight 
to London—^there is, it has been said, no real evidence. It is not 
impossible, though the passage in The Merry Wives of Windsor 
whieh has been supposed to be a reference to the fact is at least 
equally likely to be the source of the fiction. That Shakespeare 
went to London somehow there can be no doubt; how, and when, 
and for what reason, he went, there can be no certainty. If the 
Greene reference be accepted, he must have been there long 
enough to have made a reputation for himself in 1592; by next 
year, 1593, the year of Venus and Adonis^ he had begun his 
unquestionable literary career, and made the acquaintance of lord 
Southampton ; and, by next year again (1594) (though at the end 
of it), we first find him a member of the famous company of which 
he became a leader, and which included Burbage, Heminge, Condell 
and-other persons famous in connection with him. 

How long the career—^which emerges from obscurity, perhaps 
with the first, certainly with the second and third of these dates 
and facts—^had been going on is, again, guesswork. Casting back, 
however, we get a reasonable terminus ante qmm non, if not a certain 
terminm a quo, in the birth of twins (Hamnet, Avho died young and 
Judith, w^ho lived) to him and his wife, before 2 February 1585, 
when they were baptised. Four years later, again, than 1594, the 
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Meres list of 1598 shows to Shakespeare’s name, besides Vemig and 
Adonis and Lucrece (1594), the goodly list of plays which will be 
seen presently, and the as yet unprinted Sonnets, while Shake¬ 
speare had also become at least a competent actor—a business 
not to be learnt in a day—and had acquired money enough to 
buy, in 1597, the famous New Place, the largest house in his 
native town. 

The literary progress of these nine or thirteen years, according 
as we take the first theatrical record or the Meres list for goal, 
can be assigned, in some cases, with certainty: of the life, hardly 
anything whatever is known. Legends about horse-holding at 
theatres, in the first place; of the organisation of a brigade of 

horse-boys, in the second ; of promotion to callboy and to actor_ 

are lepnds. William Shakespeare’s name seems to occur, in April 
1587, in a deed relating to some property in which his family were 
Interested. Otherwise, all positive statements in biographies of 
credit will be found qualified with the‘doubtless’ or the ‘probably,’ 
the ‘may have^ and the ‘would have,’ until we find him taking 
part in the Christmas entertainments presented to the queen at 
Greenwich on St Stephen’s day and Innocents’ day 1594. Then, 
and then only,^ does the mist disappear; though it hardly leaves 
him in a very lively ‘ habit as he lived.’ But we have mentions of 
houses in London and (before the New Place purchase) at Stratford; 
details of financial disaster to his father which seems to have been 
repaired, and of the subsequent application for arms, in his father’s 
name, which was at last granted in 1599; suits about the property 
in dispute ten years earlier—a good many business details, in short, 
but little more that is satisfying. 

But the nature of commentators abhors a vacuum: and this 
vacuum has been filled up (excluding for the present the various 
arrangements of the TForA's) from two different sides. In the fii-st 
place, we have a series of conjectures dealing with the progress of 
Shakespeare’s novitiate as actor and playwright, and his relations to 
his immediate predecessors in the latter capacity. In the second, we 
application of hypothetical hermeneutics to the Sonnets\ 

^ The first is guesswork pure and unadulterated ; or, to speak 
with more correctness, adulteration without any purity, except in 
so far as concerns the WorU themselves—which are reserved for 
the moment. Prom them, it derives whatever shadow of substance 
u possesses. We do not know that Shakespeare ever personally 
knew a single one of the ‘ university wits.’ The Greene reference, 

For the poetical aapeot of these, see the following chapter. 
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taken at its fullest possible, is,distinctly, against personal knowledge. 
The Chettle reference, from its obvious and definite disclaimer 
of personal knowledge, strengthens the counter-evidence. The 
(probably much later) passages in TJie Retiirm from Fernassus 
give no support to it. Parodies of phrasings universal in 
Elizabethan drama go for practically nothing. And the famous 
and beautiful appeal to the ‘Dead Shepherd’ in As You Like It 
contains as little to indicate that, wherever Shakespeare was and 
whatever he did, from 1585 to 1593, his circle and that of the 
‘wits’ anywhere overlapped. 

So, also, the present writer can see no valid evidence of any 
personal connection with Spenser. ‘Our pleasant Willy’ has, almost 
necessarily, been given up: the connection of ‘ Action ’ with 
Shakespeare appears to be wholly gratuitous. ‘ISTo doubt,’ as is 
pointed out, Shakespeare’s company, if he belonged to any before 
1594, probably, and, after that, certainly, ‘toured in the provinces’; 
but there is no evidence that he ever was, and no necessity that he 
ever should have been, in Germany or Scotland or Denmark ; nor 
any reason of either kind why he should have surveyed the battle¬ 
fields of Towton or of Shrewsbury or of Bosworth any more than 
those of Actium or Pharsalia. London and Stratford are the only 
places in which, from evidence, we can place him. Excepting his 
family, business folk in the two places mentioned, lord Southampton 
and Ben Jonson, there are hardly any persons with whom, on 
evidence, we can associate him. 

This manner of handling the subject must, of coui-se, be pro¬ 
foundly unsatisfactory to those who think that, in consequence 
of the long discussions of biographical facts and fictions by 
scholars, ‘ final judgments ’ should be possible on such points as 
Shakespeare’s marriage, his religious views, his knowledge of 
law, his conduct in business relations and the like. It seems 
to be impossible to get a very large number of presumably 
educated and not unintelligent people to perceive the difierence 
between proof and opinion. In all the instances just given, we 
have no basis for proof; and, as to all of them, opinion can 
never be final, because every person of fair intelligence and 
education has a right to his own. Of such argument as that 
Shakespeare’s father could not have been a butcher because he 
was a glover and guild rules forbade the combination, there can 
be no end. Those who love it may foUow it in its endless 
course; it cannot be too peremptorily asserted that those who 
do not love it are entitled to reject it entirely and to say ‘fight 
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Tradition: fight Presumption ’ to this shadowy dog and that un¬ 
substantial bear. 

The solid fact, however, of Meres’s mention of the Sonnets, two 
of which (though the whole collection was not published till ten 
years later) appeared surreptitiously, it would seem, next year 
(1599), introduces another range of hypothetical exercise in 
biography, which has sometimes been followed in opposition to 
the former method, but has been more frequently combined with 
it so as to permit of even more luxuriant and wilder expatiation. 
This is the autobiographic reading of Shakespeare’s work; and, 
more particularly, of the Sonnets themselves. The extravagances 
of this ‘method’ are a by-word ; yet it may be questioned whether 
almost everybody—sometimes in the very act of protesting against 
them—has not been caught in the mazy meshes. Are we to say to 
John Shakespeare ‘ Thou art this man,’ when vre read about testy 
and platitudinous fathers like old Capulet and Egeus and Polonius ? 
Should we substitute the ‘best silver bowl’ argument for the 
‘second-best bed’ argument and, calling in The Tempest, see 
Judith Quiney, to whom that bowl was left, in Miranda? Criticism, 
it is to be feared, shakes its head and observes that the ‘ colours ’ 
of different ages datq from long before Aristotle ; and that, doubt¬ 
less, there were charming girls even before Nausicaa. 

It may, however, be folly admitted that the Sonnets stand in a 
very different category from that of the plays. Not only does the 
poet of this kind speak ex professo from his heart, while the 
dramatist speaks ex professo as an outside observer and ‘repre¬ 
senter,’ but there is no poetry of this kind which approaches 
Shakespeare’s Sonnets in apparent vehemence and intensity of 
feeling. There is even hardly any which mingles, with the expression 
of that feeling, so many concrete hints, suggesting so broadly a 
whole romance of personal experience, as they do. How are we to 
take aU this ? 

One of the best known things in Shakespearean study—even to 
those who have hardly dabbled in it—^is that one of the ways in 
w*hich it has been taken is an endless series of earnest and almost 
frantic attempts to reconstruct this romance as a history. The 
personality of the hir W. H. to whom the complete edition of 1009 
is dedicated, though perhaps the chief, is but one, of the points of 
dispute. The reality and identity of the fair young man and the 
dark lady who are by turns or together concerned in the Sonnets 
themselves come next, and, with some enquirers, first; while the 
incidents and sentiments, expressed, implied, coimnemoratcd, in 
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them, have occupied a not small library of discussion, appreciation, 
attack, defence and so forth. 

The extravagance of much of this has always been perceptible 
to impartial observers ; and, perhaps, the extravagance of most of 
it—except the particular theory to which they are themselves 
inclined—has been clear enough even to the theorists themselves. 
Sometimes—and of late with especial learning and elaboration by 
Sidney Lee—a sort of general caveat has been entered on the 
ground of the peculiarly traditional and conventional character of 
sonnet writing, especially at this particular time. Sometimes, all 
attempts to interpret have been shaken olF, angrily, contemptuously 
or critically, according to temperament. And it may be suspected 
that some people who would confess it, and more who would not, 
have always inclined to Hallam’s curious but courageous wish that 
Shakespeare ‘ had never written them.’ 

But he did write them—there is hardly a thing of his as to the 
authorship of which—what with Meres’s early ascription, the publi¬ 
cation with his name seven years before his death and the entire 
absence of denial, counter-claim, or challenge of any kind—we can 
be BO certain. And, probably, there is no lover of poetry as poetry 
who would not wish that anything else ‘had never been written,’ so 
that these might be saved. But, undoubtedly, the mean is very 
hard to hit in the interpretation of these poems. Although it is 
quite certain that the sonnet tradition, starting from Petrarch and 
continued through generations of Italian, French and English 
practitioners, had resulted in a vast and complicated ‘common 
form’ of expression—a huge mass of puhlica niateries of which the 
individual builder took his store, sometimes directly from other 
individuals, sometimes indirectly-it is possible to lay too much 
stress on this. After all, even if the sonnet thoughts and phrases 
were as stereotyped as the figures of a pack of cards—and they 
were not quite this—there is infinite shuffling possible with a pack 
of cards, infinite varieties of general game and still more of 
personal play, above all, infinite varieties of purpose and stake. 
You may play ‘for love’ in one sense or ‘for love’ in another and 
a very different one. You may play for trifles or for your last 
penny—to show your sldU, or merely to win, or to pass the time, or 
from many other motives. That Shakespeare was the Deschapelles 
or Clay of sonnet whist is pretty certain. But that he did not 
play merely for pastime is almost more so to any one who takes the 
advice of Sidney’s ‘Look in thy heart’ and applies it to reading, 
not writing, 
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The Sonnets, then, are great poetry, that is to say, in a certain 
sense, great fiction ; and they are intense expressions of feeling, 
tliat is to say, in another certain sense, great facts. But to what 
extent and degree are this fiction and this fact dosed and propor¬ 
tioned ? How are we to separate them? How do they colour and 
react upon one another ? Here, no doubt, is the rub—and it is a 
rub which it seems to the present writer impossible to remove or 
lubricate. Once more, to those who have accustomed themselves 
really to weigh evidence, it is impossible to accept it either as 
proved or disproved that ‘Mr W. H.' was Pembroke, or South¬ 
ampton, or any other Mend-patron of Shakespeare, or merely 
somebody concerned with the publication, or, in fact, a ‘personage ’ 
of any kind in this play. Kor is it possible to extricate, from the 
obscurity in which, to all appearance designedly, they were involved, 
either the other dramatis personae or even, save to the vaguest 
extent, the scenario itself. Friendship and lo\e~bene vclle and 
amare —exchange parts, combine, divorce, sublimate or materialise 
themselves and each other in too Protean a fashion to be 
caught and fixed in any form. The least unreasonable of all the 
extravagant exegeses would be that the whole is a phantasmagoria 
of love itself, of all its possible transformations, exaltations, 
agonies, degradations, victories, defeats. The most reasonable 
explanation, perhaps, and certainly not the least Shakespearean, 
is that it is partly this—but partly, also, in degree impossible to 
isolate, a record of actual experience. And it is not unimportant 
to observe that the Sonnets, a lock in themselves, become a key 
(Dryden would have recognised the catachresis) to the plays. How 
far they reveal Shakespeare’s facts may be doubtful; his method of 
treating fact, his own or others, is clear in them. 

Before generalising on what this is, we may turn to the individual 
plays themselves, to which we have now come in well grounded 
chronological advance. The Meres list is well known j it is as 
follow's: Gentlemen of Verona, [Comedy of^ Errors, Love 
labors Lost, Love labours wonne, Midsummer niglit dreame, 
Merchant of Venice, Eichard II, Eichard III, Henry IV, King 
John, Titus A.ndronions Midi Eomeo andJidieL Of these, we know 
all—for the proposed rejection of Titus Andronicus will be dealt 
with presently except Love's Labour's IFow, wdiich has been 
identified, as plausibly as mere conjecture can identify anything, 
with Alls Well that Ends Well. It is, however, all-important 
to observe that Meres gives no order ol sequence; and that so large 
a bulk ot work as this, greater than the whole theatre of some 
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considerable dramatists, must have taken no short time to write, 
especially when we consider that the writer, during four years un¬ 
questionably and, beyond reasonable doubt, for a good deal longer, 
had been busily employed in acting. Twelve years possibly, since 
the baptism of Hamnet and Judith, six at least, if we accept the 
Greene reference, may be suggested as not conjectural items in 
the problem; eight or ten as a plausible splitting of the difference. 
To the fruits of this time we may add, fairly enough, if no certainty 
be insisted upon, Shakespeare’s part, whatever it was, in Henry YI 
(see below and the chapter on the doubtful plays) as well as 
portions or first sketches of others and, perhaps, some whole plays. 
But the Meres list, from its solidity, afibrds such an invaluable 
basis for investigation and classification that it is wise, in the first 
place, not to travel outside of it in quest of either external or 
internal evidence of order, or characteristics of quality. 

The external evidence is of the smallest. No one of the plays 
except Titus was published till the year before Meres wrote, 
and some not till the folio of 1623. A Comedy of Errors was 
acted near the close of 1594. The Greene reference quotes a line 
of Henry VI —not a Meres play. Several, Romeo and Juliet^ 
Richard If Richard III, were printed in 1597 ; Love's Labour’s 
Lost (with alterations) in the next year. Titus Andronicus was 
acted in January 1593/4 and printed in the latter year, in which 
The Merchant of Venice, as The Venetian Comedy, may have 
appeared. This is all; and it will be observed, first, that much of 
it comes close up to the Meres date itself; secondly, that it con¬ 
cerns only a few of the plays. We have, therefore, to fall back on 
internal evidence, as it is called. But internal evidence is of very 
different kinds; and it is important to distinguish them from each 
other with the greatest possible care. One kind—or, rather, group 
of kinds—has figured very largely, indeed, in Shakespearean study. 
It is based on what may be broadly called ‘ allusions—passages in 
the plays which seem to refer to contemporaneous and known 
events, coincidence of the general subject of them with such 
events, or, sometimes, references in other more or less certainly 
dated work to them. It cannot be too strongly asserted, from the 
point of view of the present survey, that this class of evidence is 
open to the gravest suspicion. It ought not, of course, to be 
judged from its caricatures, as in the case where the mention of 
^pepper’ is supposed to be connected with a known capture of 
a large cargo of that comforting spice. But, in almost all cases, 
it is exceedingly difficult to be sure that the coincidences are not 
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purely imaginary. For is this the worst part of the matter. Admit 
that they are not purely imaginary—that the actual cited passages 
may have had some connection with the actual know events. 
How are we possibly to be certain that these passages were parts 
of the play as originally acted, much more as originally written? 
'Those who live to please must please to live’: the topical insertion 
or ‘gag’ is one of the best known features of theatrical composition 
and is probably as old as Thespis in ancient times or Boileau’s 
imaginary pilgidms in modern. Some of Shakespeare’s plays, we 
know, were not printed till nearly thirty years after they were 
first acted; it is not impossible that, in some cases, the interval 
may have been even longer. Even if you can date the passage, it 
will give you no right w'hatever to date the play accordingly. If, 
therefore, this whole class of ‘evidence’ is not to be ruled out 
bodily, it must be relegated to the utmost margin—kept strictly in 
the court of the Gentiles. 

The other kind of internal evidence is not itself quite homo¬ 
geneous, except that it is, or should be, always and entirely 
concerned with literary matters—with the quality, style, con¬ 
struction, form, character generally, of the work. Even here, 
there are dangers—and quite as fantastic tricks have been played 
ill tills way as in the other. By judging piecemeal, by adopting 
arbitrary standards of judgment and, above all, by considering, 
not what Shakespeare wrote but what we should like Shakespeare 
to have written, or think he ought to have written, it is possible to 
go as far wrong in this as in any way whatever. In no way, how¬ 
ever, is it possible to reach so far and so safely, if due precaution 
be observed and if there be brought to the enterprise, in the first 
place, a sufficient study of the whole of Shakespeare’s work, and, 
in the second, a competent knowledge of preceding and contem¬ 
porary English literature. 

The invaiuableness of the Meres statement is that it provides 
us with a trustworthy and far reaching criterion between Shake¬ 
speare’s earlier and his later work. It is, of course, possible that 
Meres may not have known of some early pieces or may have 
omitted them by accident; but in a list already so considerable as 
his and, as in the case of the Sonnets, showing knowledge of a more 
than merely outside character, it is very improbable that he omitted 
much that was completed, publicly performed and notoriously 
Shakespeare s. On the other hand, we have this early body of 
work coted and named as early. If we can discover any charac- 
teiistics of the kind least likely to deceive—the characteristics of 
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construction, st 3 'le, prosody—which differ remarkably as wholes 
from those of the plays not named, or most of them, this will 
give us light of the most important and illuminative kind. If we 
can perceive that, in these same respects, the plays of the early 
list differ from each other singly or in groups—that there is 
evidence of the same progress and achievement inside the 
group as there is between it and plays like Hamlet, As You Lilce 
It, Aiitoiiy and Cleopatra, Othello —we may almost know that we 
are in the right path. And we may branch from it, though •\^ith 
caution and almost with fear and trembling, into comparison of 
the same kind with immediately preceding or contemporary writers, 
to obtain additional illustration and illumination. 

By the steady carrying out of all these processes—the com¬ 
parison of the Meres list with the other plays; the comparison of 
the plays in that list with each other; and the comparison of the 
work of the Marlowe group, of Lyly and of a few other known 
or unknown writers—the least hasty or fanciful of critics will 
probably be induced to mark off from the Meres list of un¬ 
doubtedly early plays a smaller group of almost undoubtedly earlier 
and, perhaps, a smaller still of probably earliest. From this last, 
he will probably be wise in refusing to select an ‘earliest of all,’ 
because the marks of earliness in them are not quite the same. 
They are all such as would characterise a genius in its novitiate; 
but it would be an exceedingly rash person who should undertake 
to say that, of the various kinds of literary measles which they 
show, one would be likely to attack the patient sooner than another. 
The group in question consists, as it seems to the present writer, 
of thi’ee plays, which, to mention them in the unquestion-begging 
order of the folio, are The Comedy of Errors, Lovds Labour’s 
Aosi and Titus Andronicus. The Two Gentlemen of Verona, 
which, in the same notoriously haphazard order, comes before 
them all, is, in this order of criticism, very near them as a whole, 
but with perhaps later qualities; and so is Meres’s probable Love s 
Labour’s Won (All’s Well that Ends Well). Let us take the five 
in order and the thi’ee, together and separately, first. That The 
Comedy of Errors is, in, substance, a mere adaptation of the 
Menaechmi of Plautus would, in itself, have very little to do with 
probable earliness or lateness ; for it is a point so well known as 
to require no discussion, explanation, apology or even frequent 
statement, that Shakespeare never gave himself the slightest 
trouble to be ‘original.’ Its earliness is showm by the comparative 
absence of character, by the mixed and rough-hewn quality 
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of the prosody (a connected view of Shakespeare’s versification 
will be given later) and, last and most of all, by the inordinate 
allow’ance of the poorest, the most irrelevant and, occasionally, the 
most uncomely wordplay and ‘foolery.’ This last characteristic 
has, of course, been charged against Shakespeare generally, and 
tlie charge will have to be dealt with in general. It need only be 
said now that in no play or passage from The, Tempest to Perides 
is there anything to which, as it seems to the present writer, the 
words above used can be applied as they can to passage after 
passage between the Dromios and their masters. He does not 
therefore think, as would some, that Shakespeare did not write 
these latter passages ; he does think that Shakespeare wrote them 
before he knew better. But that Shakespeare was certain to know 
better before long is proved in this very play by the fine, though 
stiff, tirades of the opening scene, by the extremely beautifiii 
poetry of Adriana and her sister, as well as by touches of nascent 
power over character in both of them, and by numerous flashes 
here and there in which the spirit, not quite fullgi'own as yet, 
hurries itself through the bonds of imperfect training in speech 
and metre. It is, however, on the whole, the crudest and most 
immature of all the plays, and may well have been the earliest. 
That position has more commonly been assigned to Love's Labour’s 
Lost, and here, too, the assignment has justifications, though they 
are different The play exhibits not so much (though there is 
something of this) the inability of youth to finish, as its prodigality 
and want of selection. The poet cannot make up his mind what 
metre to select: blank verse, couplets, stanzas, fourteeners more 
or less doggerel—he tries them all by turns and does them all with 
a delightful improvisation. He has a real plot—partly borrowed, 
of course—^but he overloads it in every direction with incident and 
character. Of the latter, in hasty but astonishingly creative forms, 
he is the most prodigal of younkers. Nobody is a mere figure¬ 
head; Biron, Armado, Holofemes, Costard, Rosaline, even Sir 
Nathaniel, are of the true Shakespearean family; and the exquisite 
Shakespearean lyric makes its appearance. There is almost every¬ 
thing ill the piece but measure and polish; and one is almost 
tempted to say: ‘Measure and polish are most excellent things; 
but they can wait or we can wait for them.’ 

Titus Andronicus, as we have it, has been denied to Shakespeare, 
but this denial really passes the bounds of all rational literary 
criticism. The play, we know, was acted and published in 
■ 1594; it is included with Shakespeare’s by Meres in 1698; it is 
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included in the folio by Shakespeare’s intimates and dramatic 
associates in 1623. If we are to disregard a three-fold cord of 
evidence like this, the whole process of literary history becomes 
a mere absurdity—a game of All Fools, with the prize for the 
craziest topsyturvyfier, as Thackeray would say, of actual fact. It 
is, of course, possible—almost everything is possible—that the 
wrong play got into the folio, that Meres was mistaken, that the 
piece acted and printed in 1594 was not Shakespeare’s; but it is also 
possible that all the world is mad, except the inhabitants of lunatic 
asylums. As it happens, too, there are reasons given for the 
denial; and these reasons are valueless. Titm is the one play of 
Shakespeare which is assuredly of the Marlowe school; the one play, 
too, which is almost w'holly what is called ‘repulsive’ throughout; 
the one play in which (see below) the stiff‘single moulded’ blank 
verse line hardly ever—but not never—ruffles itself and growls social 
Granted: but this is exactly what we should expect as one very 
probable result of the novitiate in such a case as Shakespeare’s. 
Considering the shreds and patches in the same style w^hich are 
actually to be found in his work up to Macbeth and King Lear, 
not to say Hamlet] considering, further, the genuinely Shake¬ 
spearean character of Aaron, and the genuinely Shakespearean 
poetry of more than one or two passages—^the internal evidence 
would be strong. Joined to the external, it is simply irresistible. 
But the novitiate on another side is equally unmistakable here: 
though the novice, scholar, tiro, explorer (call him what you will) 
is in a different mood. He is playing a particular game—the game 
of the tragedy with horror as its main motive and a stately, but 
monotonous and verbally ‘bombasted,’ blank verse as its vehicle. 
In a certain sense, it is the complement of The Comedy of Errors 
and might be called The Tragedy of Horrors— and blood¬ 
shed taking the place of horseplay and buffoonery for stuff, 
rhetorical and conceited diction that of wordplay and coarseness 
for language. And, as there, so here, the novice, though he cannot 
keep his identity and quality wholly invisible, cramps and curbs 
them in order to play somebody else’s game. In the order of 
thought, perhaps, Love’s Labour’s Lost should come later—as a 
burst of relief, an incoherent but untrammelled exercise in the 
WTiter’s own game or games for his own pleasure. But even a 
Shakespeare is unlikely to write two plays like Love’s Labour’s 
Lost ; or, rather, a Shakespeare is least likely of all men to wwite 
them. He vrill do better or worse, accordingly as he pays more or 
less attention to parts of his composition, while improving that 
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composition itself. He will liave more of the picture and less 
of the panorama or kaleidoscope; but it does not follow that his 
whole picture will, for a time at least, have as much charm. 

And this is the state of things that we actually find in The Two 
Gentlemen of Verona and All’s Well that Ends Well. Julia, in the 
former, as a serious character, and Parolles, in the latter, as a comic 
personage, are much above anything that Shakespeare had hitherto 
done in the way of live human figures. The plot, though ‘romantic’ 
enough in both, is much closer knit and more thoroughly carried 
out by the dramatis personae than the shuffle of stock characters 
in the Errors^ the sanguinary dream procession of Titus, or the 
masque-like intricacies of Lords Labour’s Lost. The verse, still 
of the same general character, is settling down towards blank 
verse only and that blank verse free. But the progress is not 
like that of a faultless and hopeless schoolboy, who proceeds with 
even excellence from one class to another. There are relapses, as, 
at least, in part (not all) of the business of Launce and his dog, 
in The Two Gentlemen', there are failures to advance or even 
thoroughly to ‘know where he is,’ as in that part of Helena which 
has been very differently judged. It does not matter very much 
whether those are right who consider her a touching example of 
a wronged and loving woman, conquering through constancy and 
wisdom, or those who think her ‘Shakespeare’s only disagi-eeable 
heroine’—one who makes confusion of marriage and something 
very different, who practically swindles a man into indissoluble 
connection with her, and who, in short, when we contrast her, 
say, with Cleopatra, is the more really vicious of the pair. Either 
view may be right; but, if this play w^ere of a later date, Shake¬ 
speare would have taken more care to prevent the uncertainty—or 
would, at any rate, have left the worse interpretation on the 
shoulders of the interpreters, as he has done in the case of Ophelia. 
Still, there are great things in both these plays, though, emphati¬ 
cally, they are experiments still, and experiments in which the ill 
success is more conspicuous from the very fact that they aim higher. 
The poetical beauties in The Two Gentlemen are, occasionally, of 
all but the very highest kind, while in All’s Well there is much fine 
verse, Lafeu is a comic, not burlesque, character of great interest, 
and there is a further advance towards the Shakespearean clown 
proper. 

There is, however, another candidate for the alias oi Love’s 
Labours Won which seems to have much less claim to it, but 
which, undoubtedly, is early—in fact, in all probability, one of 
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Shakespeare’s earliest adaptations of other men’s work. This 
is the popular, and, in parts, very amusing, but only in parts 
original, Taming of the Shrew. A play entitled The Taming 
of a Shrew appeared in 1594, and, from this, the Shakespearean 
piece is adapted, with not a little of ‘ his own sauce,’ as 
Mrs Tibbs would say, in the main or Petruchio portion, an addition 
in the shape of the doubly contrasted sister Bianca, and some 
very curious local allusions (in the induction) to Shakespeare’s 
own country. The Bianca part of the subject had been taken 
from the Italian much earlier by Gascoigne. Tlie story was sure 
to catch the public taste, and the play was actually taken up long 
afterwards by Fletcher for the purpose of reversing it and showing 
‘the tamer tamed.’ The situations, though in the farcical division 
of comedy, are of general appeal, and Shakespeare has made the 
very utmost of them—indeed, there are few more remarkable 
instances of his power of transforming marionettes into men and 
women than Petruchio and Katharine. But much of the verse, 
even in the added portions, is of quite early ‘university wit 
character—singly-moulded lines, the trick of repetition of the 
speaker’s own name instead of ‘I,’ ‘my,’ and so forth, Latin tags and 
the like. Indeed, some have questioned whether this part of the 
addition is Shakespeare’s at all. In any case, what is Ms cannot 
be late; and, as the original play appears not to be older than 
1594, the rehandling, if it be rehandling, must have followed very 
quickly. And there is very little to say for the identification with 
Love’s Labour’s Won. Petruchio’s is an odd ‘labour of love,’ and 
Lucentio seems to be a rather doubtful winner. 

As to the other seven named plays in the Meres list, there are 
practically no means of certain chronological arrangement. Those 
who choose to do so may, of course, observe that, in Borneo and 
Juliet, the nurse says ‘’Tis since the earthquake now eleven years,’ 
discover that there was an earthquake in 1680 and point to 1591. 
There was, doubtless, also salmons caught in both years. So, also, 
in dealing with The Merchant of Yenice, it has been observed 
that the queen’s physician, Lopez, of Jewish descent, was tried and 
executed in 1594. And there is an o in Lopez and an ^ in 
Shylock; likewise an ? in both. There were marriages in 1595, and 
there are marriages in A Midsummer Nights Di'cam. Let 
these tMngs appeal to those to whom they do appeal. Others, per¬ 
haps, more happily, may be content to abide by Meres and befoie 
1598,’ except in so far as—without positiveness but making 
suggestions ior what they may be worth—they rely on the kind 
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of internal evidence already outlined. For reasons of convenience, 
we may take the three plays just mentioned first, leaving the 
histories for the moment. 

For all reasons, Romeo and Juliet seems likely to be the 
earliest. It has not, indeed, quite such a mixture of metres as 
A Midsummer Night’s Dream has, and the mere ‘picture of young 
love’ may easily deceive us. But, on the other hand, there is 
much of Marlowe’s ‘single-moulded’ line; and, together with 
many things among the most magnificent in Shakespeare, there 
are crudities and inequalities of the kind natural to a beginner. 
On the other hand, such a beginner as this is not frequent in 
literature; and he is already far, in more than one or two respects, 
from his beginnings. Already, we have seen something of that 
astonishing power of vivification wliich distinguishes him from all 
his predecessors; already, the characters have begun to take the 
play into their own hands, as it were, and to work it out, not 
regardless of the story, by any means, but in a way that gives to 
that story a tenfold power and interest. But it has been only in 
touches—the whole story has never been treated in this way, 
still less have all the characters undergone this peculiar trans¬ 
forming influence. In Romeo and Juliet, much further advance 
has been made. As before—as always—Shakespeare takes a given 
story and does not vary the mere incidents much, or add very 
much to themu But the personages become persons; and this 
personality extends throughout the drama. Independently of 
Romeo and Juliet themselves—the very opposites and contradic¬ 
tions of the stock hero and the stock heroine—of Mercutio and 
the nurse, the whole houses of Montague and Capulet almost 
do-tva to Antony and Potpan, are alive. There is hardly a figure 
in the play, except, perhaps, the unfortunate count Paris, to 
whom Shakespeare has not communicated this vivacity: and Paris 
had to be a contrast to Romeo. Here, too, not for the first time— 
for we have seen it in Love’s Labour’s Lost, in The Two Gentle- 
men, and even in but in far larger measure and 

intenser form, is the splendid poetry which Shakespeare puts at 
the service of the drama, as (save in a few flashes of Marlowe and 
Peele) it had not been put since the great days of Greek tragedy. 

Tliere is hardly less of this m A Midsummer Night’s Dream', 
though, as comports with comedy, it is of a less poignant and 
transporting nature And this play, as was remarked above, is 
more of an olio of metres. But, in certain respects, it still marks 
progress. If not in all parts, in the whole, it is the most original 
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of Shakespeare’s plays in point of subject up to this time; in fact, 
it is one of the most original of all in that respect. And this 
subject is worked up into action with a skill not yet displayed— 
indeed, Shakespeare here depends more on incident than on cha¬ 
racter. It is not always fully recognised how artfully the several 
motives—the Theseus and Hippolyta story, the quarrel of Oberon 
and Titania, the fortunes of the lovers and the ‘tedious brief play 
work into each other and work out each other. Popular as fairy 
mythology had, in a manner, been, nobody had made anything like 
this use of it; it is only necessary to name Gloriana and Titania, in 
order to prove any rapprochement of Spenser and Shakespeare on 
this head to be out of the question. Puck ‘was feared in field and 
town ’ long before Shakespeare; but Shakespeare’s Puck is some¬ 
thing very difierent from a mere ‘lob of spirits.’ Tlie multiplicity 
of the interests and beauties in this short play is almost bewilder¬ 
ing: there is the stuflP of half a dozen poetical comedies in it, 
yet not in the least confusedly disposed. 

The Merchant of Venice presents a somewhat difierent pro¬ 
blem. Here, also, there are many actions: nor, perhaps, are they 
much less well connected than those of the Dream, though they 
lack the subtle excuse for rapid and interfluent metamorphosis 
which the very title ‘A Midsummer Night’s’ Dream supplies in the 
other case. There need be no cavilling on this score—in fact, on 
the ‘relief’ system, the system of tragic and comic interchange and 
conflict which makes English drama, the chequers are even better 
placed. The plot of Shylock against Antonio, the casket scenes, 
the trial and the trick on the husbands, with the Lorenzo and 
Jessica ‘trace-horse’ or ‘outrigger’ interest, provide a vivid wave¬ 
like change of intensity and relief, which even the fierce vexa¬ 
tion of Puck’s persecution of the midsummer lovers does not give. 
But, from another point of view, the Merchant is less mature 
than the Dream ; or, rather, some of its parts are. The Morocco 
and Arragon sections, at least, of the casket scenes are quite of 
the Marlowe period in verse, and, to some extent, in handling; the 
bantering of the lovers behind their backs, part of the Gobbo 
business and other things belong to the unripe clowning which is 
at its greenest in the Errors m.di has ripened consummately in, say, 
As You Like It. On the other hand, the trial is admittedly among 
apices of dramatic poetry; and the whole characters of Shy- 
lock and Portia are among the dramatis personae of eternity. 
To the present writer, it has for many years been a moral certainty 
that these different parts are of difierent dates, and that a similar 
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difierence prevails much more largely in Shakespeare’s work than 
is sometimes thought. The single-plot drama, with its begin¬ 
ning, middle and end, could, perhaps, not easily be written in 
this way. But the drama which, though not patchwork, is inter¬ 
woven, can be thus written. 

The chronicle plays, KinQ John, Riclidvd II and III and 
Henry IV, which are certainly early because mentioned by Meres, 
introduce a new division of Shakespeare’s work, to which we shall 
take the liberty of adding Henry VI pro tanto. In the opinion 
of the present writer, the tantum is considerable; but something 
has already been said in the preceding chapter^ as to the author¬ 
ship of The Contention and The True Tragedie, on which Parts 
II and III of Henry VI were based. In the case of all these 
plays, with the possible exception of Richard II (both the 
Richards were actually published in 1597), there were previously 
existing pieces on the subject; whether in all cases these were 
the actual pieces that we have is another question. But in 
no kind of drama would the specially Shakespearean method find 
better exercise than in the chronicle history. That remarkable 
species, though it was to receive its perfect development only in 
England, and (in absolute perfection) only at the hands of Shake¬ 
speare himself, had, as has been seen, made its appearance as a 
modernised and practicalised development of the mystery and 
morality, much earlier in the sixteenth century. The advantages of 
the species, when it discards allegory altogether and at least affects 
to be frankly historical, are obvious: subjects that ‘come home,’ 
copiousness and variety of interest, given outlines of striking figures, 
and the like. Its dangers—hardly less obvious—are those of the 
prosaic and the promiscuous; of a mere decoction of chronicle facts 
and speeches, fortified by bombast and frothed with stock horseplay. 
An d these are abundantly exemplified in the earliest Elizabethan 
specimens, while they are by no means absent from the curious later 
attempts of Dekker, Middleton and others to combine amove or 
less historical mainplot with a purely fictitious underplot, romantic 
or classical How, Shakespeare’s two greatest gifts, that of sheer 
poetic expression and that of character creation, were exactly 
what was needed to turn these ‘formless agglomerations’ into real 
organisms, possessing life and beauty. H iftc/iarc? II be quite 
original (which, as has been hinted, it would not be wise to assume 
too absolutely) it must be a good deal earlier than its publication, 
but later than Titus Andronicus, with which, however, it may be 

1 See ante, chap, vu. 
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classed as exhibiting the Marlowe influence more strongly than 
anything else, save some parts of Henry VI, which one would be 
inclined to place between them. In yet other respects, Richard II 
makes a very fair pair with Romeo and Jidiet in its far different 
division. The curious immature splendour of the conception of the 
title part is like nothing else in Shakespeare. The parallel with, and 
the suggestion given by, Marlowe’s Edivard II are, of course, 
unmistakable. But, where Marlowe has given three Edwards, not 
perhaps irreconcilable with each other but not actually reconciled, 
Shakespeare’s Richard sihi constat throughout, in weakness as in 
strength—he is sincere in his insincerity. Still, the part is not 
well supported—even of ‘time-honoured Lancaster’ it may be said 
that he rather makes great speeches than is a great character; 
and so of others. The chronicle sequence, encroaching rather on 
dramatic connection, is also noticeable; as is the fact (especially 
to be considered in view of Titus Andronicm and Marlowe) 
that there is practically no comic element whatever. Of the ex¬ 
treme beauty of the poetry (almost always, however, of the ‘purple 
patch’ or ‘fringe’ kind and, it would seem, purposely so) in the 
king’s part, it is almost unnecessary to speak. 

King John and Richard III, on the other hand, are examples— 
documented, as we may say, and almost acknowledged—of adapta¬ 
tion, of the working up of existing materials. But not many 
impartial and competent critics will adopt Greene’s very unkind 
simile of the crow and the feathers. It is much rather a case of 
grafting the fairest and most luscious fruit on a crab-tree or a 
sloe, though no metaphor of the kind can be satisfactory. The pro¬ 
cesses and results of the adaptation, however, are rather different 
in the two cases. In King John, Shakespeare took and kept 
more of the original; but he heightened the presentation incom¬ 
parably. The famous part of Constance is almost wholly his own; 
he has done much to the king, not a little to the bastard, hardly 
less to Arthur and Hubert. Above all, he has (to quote an absurd 
boast of another person a century later) ‘made it a play’ a piece 
of life and not a sample of chronicling. Hardly anywhere will the 
student fi.nd better examples of Shakespeare’s craftsmanship in 
verse and phrase—of the way in which, by slightly adding, can¬ 
celling, smoothing, inspiriting, he turns a lame line or passage into 
a beautiful one—than in King John, compared with its original. 

Richard III, on the other hand, bears very much less re¬ 
semblance to its predecessor. The True Tragedie of Richard III, 
and some have regarded it as almost an independent following 
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of Marlowe’s Edward 11. Tt certainly resembles that play in 
bursts of poetry of a somewhat rhetorical kind, in the absence of 
purely comic episodes or scenes and in the concentration of cha¬ 
racter interest on the hero. Not quite, however, in this latter 
point. For the character of Margaret (which seems to the present 
writer to be definitely connected with the Angevin princess’s part 
in Henry VI, and Shakespearean throughout) is greater than 
any secondary part in Edward II. Richard III, too, in the 
famous wooing scene, has a scene of character, as distinguished 
from a mere display of it, which is unmatched elsewhere. And, 
perhaps, as a whole, the play has been too much and too commonly 
regarded as a mere melodrama or popular blood-and-thunder piece, 
with Clarence’s dream and some other placebos thro^vn in. It is, 
at any rate, full of life—with nothing in it either of the peculiar 
dream quality of Marlowe or of the woodenness of certain other 
early playwrights. 

As was above observed, the part due to Shakespeare in 
Henry VI cannot be minutely discussed here. It seems to 
the present writer to be probably large. There is, at least, no 
doubt that many of the passages which it used to be the fashion 
to dole out to the university wits, like beef bones at a buttery 
door in ancient days, are quite like those in Shakespeare’s plays 
of the period which we have already surveyed. And it may seem 
to some that many scenes—some of them, no doubt, not wholly 
or originally from his pen—many of the battle pieces, French and 
English; the starting of the rose dispute; the quarrel of Win¬ 
chester and Gloucester and the deaths of both; all, as has been 
said, of the scenes where Margaret appears; much of the Cade 
part; the deaths, again, of York and Clifford; of prince Edward 
and king Henry—smack of Shakespeare in their altered forms. 
But it would be altogether uncritical to be positive here. It may 
be sufficient to say that Part I exhibits least change; Part II 
most; and Part III somewhat less than Part II, but still a very 
considerable amount; while, independently of positive changes, the 
whole composition of Part I is very much less Shakespearean, 
even as compared with his earliest probable work, than that of 
the other two. At any rate, we may safely return to the position 
that, in this chronicle work, Shakespeare had new and admirable 
opportunities for developing his grasp of character and for getting 
into complete working order that remarkable and, in fact, unique, 
conception of the loose, many-centred drama kept together by 
character itself, which was to be his—and ours. 


Henry IV. Plays not mejttiofted hy Meres 187 

Last of the Meres-warraiited batch comes Henry IF, like the 
others worked up from an earlier production, The Famous Victories 
of Henry the fifth, but more remarkable than any of them, if 
not for passages of pure poetry (for which its theme gives but rare 
opportunity), for complete transformation of the merest brute 
material into magnificent art. The fii-st assignment of the world- 
famous part of Falstaff—one of the very greatest of dramatic 
creations, and practically a creation, in the precise sense of the 
word—to the luckless Lollard Oldcastle was a mistake; but it was 
speedily rectified—though not without further protest on the part of 
the prosaic in favour of the historical warrior Fastolf. The actual 
play (for its two parts are practically one) is, undoubtedly, with the 
reservation above stated, one of Shakespeare’s very greatest 
achievements; and, seeing that he had already proved liimself able 
to supply pure poetry in unlimited quantities and in any required 
degree of strength, no drawback or shortcoming could possibly 
be urged. The entwining and enforcing of the purely historical 
part receives, and, probably, has always received, less attention from 
readers and spectators; but it is wonderful in itself. The prince 
(the famous key-soliloquy, ‘I know you all’ and the other on the 
crown excepted) is designedly kept undeveloped in his public 
capacity. But the king, the Percies, Glendower, the younger 
princes and wiser noblemen, are all vivified and spirited up in the 
inscrutable Shakespearean manner. Still, ‘the general’ are not 
wrong in preferring to dwell on the Bohemian society of which 
the prince is the rather Mephistophelian centre, but of which 
Falstaff* is the real master and king. Not a member of it, male 
or female, but has the certain, vital touches. ‘Bowdlerising’ is 
seldom less justified of its works than when it here prevents 
readers from appreciating the curious and universal humanity of 
Shakespeare’s portraiture, and its contrast with the artificial efforts 
of modem realism. The supremacy of Falstaff does not disparage 
the exemplary virtue of Pistol or the modest adequacy of Bardolph 
and of Nym; and, in the same way, Neil and Doll make each the 
other defo'i'mitate forniosam videri. Everyone has noticed how, in 
this most genial, if not most poetical, of his cycles (anticipating, 
for a moment. The Merry Wives), Shakespeare has been prodigal 
of home memories—of Warwickshire and Gloucestershire detail. 
But everybody, perhaps, has not noticed the singular fashion in 
which, once more, this yoking of almost domestic minutiae with 
public affairs passes itself off, in contrast with the strident dis¬ 
cord of Poetaster Skud The Mayor of Quinboit'ottgh, Shallow, 
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iiiimortal in his own way, is a planet in a greater system only; and 
all the parts combine to work this out. 

We are now deprived of the safe, if not in all ways definite, 
assistance of Meres in respect of chronology; and, for the rest of 
the contents of the folio as well as for Pericles (the single play 
outside of it which will be considered in the present chapter) we 
have, in a majority of cases, nothing but guesswork to guide us. 
But, using the same general principles as heretofore—the internal 
evidence of versification and dramatic craftsmanship, with such 
positive aids as may bear investigation, we can continue this history 
of Shakespeare’s work on the same general lines. Only, it will be 
desirable to adhere to the usual folio order with one single ex¬ 
ception, that of The Tempest, which, in accordance with general 
practice (to be critically examined later) we shall keep to the end, 
putting Pericles, which has no folio order, in its place, though by no 
means asserting that it certainly deserves priority over all the others. 

That the whole of Pericles is not Shakespeare’s is extremely 
probable; but the allocation of parts to other dramatists, named or 
unnamed, is as hazardous a piece of ‘ hariolation ’ as has been tried 
even in this hazardous game. It is not too much to say that there 
is no part which might not be his; the very choruses which 
have been denied him are extremely Shakespearean, and group 
excellently with similar things in A Ilidsummer Nights Dream 
and As You Like It. The brothel scenes can be similarly, if not 
so completely, paired with passages in the Errors and in Measure 
for Measure ; and divers examples of stiff Marlowe verse and hand¬ 
ling with others in Titus Andronicus and the early chronicles and 
elsewhere. On the other hand, some of the best things throughout 
the play are aut Shakespeare aut Diabolus, and it must have been 
a most superior fiend who forged the sliipwreck passage. Still, 
nothing is heard of the play till 1606, when it was licensed; and 
it is pretty certain that, whether the whole was witten by Shake¬ 
speare or not, the whole was not written by Shakespeare at or near 
that time. The present ■writer would be prepared to take either 
side on the question: ‘Did Shakespeare about this time complete 
an early immature sketch of his oto ; or did he furnish, voluntarily 
or involuntarily, scenes to one which was vamped up and botched off 
by another or others?’ But he rather inclines to the first alter¬ 
native, because of the distinct similaiuty of the phenomena to those 
shown in others of Shakespeare’s plays actually contained in the 
folio. That the scheme of the play is not of a mature period is 
shown by the fact that it has little character, and that what it has 
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is still less concerned with the working out of the action. The 
contrast here, not merely with A Winiefs Tale but with the much 
abused Ci/mbeline, is remarkable. 

To cast back to the earlier, but not yet discussed, plays of the 
canon, The Merry Wives of Windsor, as most people know, is a 
play with a legend—that the queen wished to see Falstaff‘in love,’ 
and that it was written in fourteen days to please her. This, how¬ 
ever (the later part of which is one of the curious Shakespeare- 
Moliere coincidences), comes only from Dennis, a hundred years 
after date. The play was actually licensed in IGOl, and imperfectly 
printed next year—dates which suit well enough with the inclusion 
of Henry IV in the Meres list of 1598 and its completion by 
Henry V in that year or 1599. With his usual preference of 
artistic convenience to prosaic exactitude, Shakespeare has not 
troubled himself about niching this episode very carefully in his 
precedent history of the fat knight Shallow appears duly, but 
Slender replaces Silence; ‘the wild prince and Poins ’ are referred 
to, but vaguely. You neither need, nor are you intended, to make a 
‘ harmony ’ of the four pieces. So, too, it seems to be lost labour 
and idle sentimentality to lament the decadence and defeat of 
Falstaff, Men are generally decadent, and frequently defeated, 
when dealing with women in such circumstances; and Falstatf’s 
overthrow does not make him fall very hard after all. On the 
other hand, the vis comica of the piece is perfect; its exuberant 
invention and variety are unsurpassed; and the actual construction 
is more careful than usual. In character and dialogue, it is not 
surpassed by the very greatest of the plays, allowance being made 
for kind and atmosphere. Everybody is alive and everything is 
vividly illuminated—not with the extra-natural, if not non-natural, 
Congreve rockets, but with a lambent easy light of air. Sir Hugh 
Evans must have been meant as a brother in dramatic arms to 
Fluellen, and it is difficult to prefer Roland to Oliver or vice versa. 
The attractive grace—though given in outline merely—of sweet 
Anne Page is masterly; and, in her mother and Mistress Ford, 
Shakespeare has given, as hardly another writer has ever succeeded 
in doing, in bourgeois condition and deliberately prosaised tone, 
the same high but perfectly human standard of wifeliness which, 
elsewhere, he has carried to the court of poetical quintessence in 
Ilermione and in Imogen. There are few things more amusing to 
a liberally catholic student of literature than the half patronising, 
half apologetic, tone adopted, sometimes, towards The Merry Wives, 
as a ‘farce.’ And, here again, one is reminded of iMoiicre. 
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Measure for Measure is a more difficult play—one not so 
liable to be undervalued from inability to perceive that a comic 
microcosm may be thoroughly cosmic, but more apt to disconcert, 
if not actually to disgust, by reason of its singular apparent 
discords, its unusual scheme of conduct and character and its 
scant reconcilableness with that un-puritan, but fairly severe, 
system of poetical justice which Shakespeare generally maintains. 
Its ‘ disagreeableness ’—to use a word often laughed at but expres¬ 
sive and without a synonym—is less to some tastes than that of 
AUs Well that Ends Well; but, to a certain extent, it exists. On 
the other hand, its power is unquestionable, and it contains some of 
the greatest things in Shakespeare. It was certainly (or almost 
certainly) performed in 1604, and it has been customary to accept 
that year as the approximate date of the composition. To the 
present writer, this seems very improbable, and he would select 
Measure for Measure as the strongest instance of the suggested 
earliness, in a more or less incomplete form, of many more plays than 
are contained in Meres’s list. Shakespeare, indeed, has improved 
immensely on the original Italian story and on Whetstone’s two 
English versions, in novel and drama. He has not only added the 
magnificent scenes between Isabella and Angelo, and Isabella and 
her brother, and the character (dramatically important, inasmuch as 
it helps to save Isabella and provides a denouement) of ‘Mariana in 
the moated grange ’; he has lavished his nepenthe of poetry on a not 
particularly attractive theme. But, in the first place, it seems very 
unlikely that he would have chosen that theme so late ; and, in the 
second, it is nearly certain that, if he had, he would have worked 
it up with different results. His seventeenth century plays 
generally contain nothing so crude as the cruder parts of Measttre 
for Measure, while these are very like parts of the early certainties 
and of Pericles, Moreover, even if Pompey and Lucio were 
cleaner-mouthed, they would still be unfinished studies, com¬ 
panions of Launce and Launcelot, not of Touchstone and Feste. 
The play, as a whole, gives one the idea of an early, half finished 
piece which the writer has resumed, which he has improved 
immensely, but on which he has rather hung additional and 
separate jewels than spent the full labour of thorough refashion¬ 
ing and refounding. Had it come straight from the hands of the 
Shakespeare of 1604, we should surely have had a much more 
defensible and, in fact, intelligible duke, than the person who runs 
his state and his seiwants into difficulties in order that he may come 
to the rescue as a rather shabby Providence—an Angelo more of 
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a piece, less improbably repentant (not to say so improbably 
flagitious) and less flagrantly ‘ let oif.’ If one cared to conjecture, it 
might be possible to show a strong case for an original intention to 
adopt the story in its blackest shape, Titus fashion ; a disgust with 
this leading to the abandonment of the thing for a time; an 
inspiration to create a ‘ Saint Isabel ’ and a consequent adapta¬ 
tion and transformation to ‘happy ending’ and poetical injustice. 
But even a Shakespeare cannot reshape ends in a manner entirely 
contrary to their rough-hewing, without some loss of accomplish¬ 
ment, verisimilitude and efiect. 

Measure for Measure was never printed in Shakespeare’s life¬ 
time; Much Ado about Nothing, which (with the much earlier 
Errors between them) follows it in the folio and which, like it, is 
founded on an Italian story, had been actually printed four years 
before the alleged date of Measure for Measure and is thought to 
have been written even a year earlier than this. Here, there is 
neither necessity nor probability for any theory of partial composi¬ 
tion. The play is all of a piece; and the best things in it are 
entirely original The trick played on Hero had appeared both in 
Bandello’s prose and in Ai-iosto’s verse; and there seems actually 
to have been an English play on the subject so early as 1583. But 
Shakespeare added Benedick and Beatrice; he added Dogberry 
and Verges and he made the whole thing into one of the most 
remarkable instances of the kind of tragicomedy where no actual 
tragedy is permitted, but where it is only just avoided, and where 
tragic motives are allowed to work freely. The play is of extra¬ 
ordinary merit, and Shakespeare has only left one loose stitch— 
a stitch which he might have picked up with very little trouble— 
in the entirely unexplained, and very nearly inexplicable, behaviour 
of Margaret, who, being certainly not a traitress and as certainly 
not a fool, first lends herself to a proceeding obviously prejudicial 
to her mistress, and then holds her tongue about it. Except in 
this point, the play works with perfect ease of action; and, if one 
does not envy Hero her husband, and does grudge her very much 
to him, that is no uncommon case. As for Benedick and Beatrice, 
they are, perhaps, as good touchstones as any in Shakespeare. Fo 
one but an ‘innocent’ can possibly fail to like them; no one but 
a charlatan will ever pretend not to do so. The authorities of 
Messina are more ‘farcical’; but the farce, again, is superfarcical 
It might well have been thought that nothing better in the way 
of romantic comedy would be written. But this was to be triumph¬ 
antly contradicted by two plays. As You LiJce It and Twelfth Night, 
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wliicli are believed to have followed Much Ado very quickly, and 
which, in the folio (with plays already mentioned intervening), 
observe the order in which they have been named. But it is not 
positively known which appeared first. Twelfth Night was acted 
on 2 February 1601 / 2 ; its You Like It, on less certain grounds, is 
put some two years before. So far as one can judge from internal 
evidence, Twelfth Night would seem to be a little the earlier, or, 
at any rate, to retain a little more of the characteristics of Shake¬ 
speare’s earliest comedies. But, in reality, Much Ado About 
Nothing, its Yoti Like It and Tivelfih Night form a trio of which 
the best thing to say is that only the man who wrote the other two 
could have written any one of them. Still, You Like It has a 
certain pre-eminence, and may put in a claim to be the greatest of 
S^kespeare’s comedies—^the typical romantic comedy—excluding 
The Tempest as belonging rather to that middle kind for which 
there is no English name, but which is inexactly designated drame 
in French. There is hardly more than one fault in it—a fault 
which, oddly enough, is very rare in Shakespeare, though extremely 
common in ins contemporaries—the fault of concluding the play 
with a violent ‘ revolution ’ merely communicated by a messenger. 
That an ‘ old religious man ’ of Shakespeare’s creation might have 
converted even such an exceedingly unpromising subject as duke 
Frederick need not be denied : it is very difficult to say what any 
one of Shakespeare’s creation might not have done. But it would 
have been very interesting to hear the arguments used on the 
occasion. With this exception, there is nothing that exceeds the 
licence of romantic character comedy. That was the way they 
lived in Arden—there can be no doubt of it. And the other things 
had to happen in order that they might so live. A fresh qualm, 
succeeded by a fresh desire, may, indeed, be aroused by the 
announced intention of Jaques to seek duke Frederick’s company: 
the qualm as to his probable reception, the desire to have Shake¬ 
speare’s account of it. But Jaques himself, with whom some have 
quarrelled, is a perfectly allowable, and a perfectly admirable, foil 
to the lovers and the fleeters of the time. The vividness of almost 
every scene and passage is unmatched even in Shakespeare; there 
are no longueurs; and, if there were, Rosalind and Touchstone 
would save them. The poet has not here, as he did earlier in 
A Midsummer Night's Dream, and, later, in The Tempest, resorted 
to supernatural machinery to help his glamour. We are no further 
from ordinar}^ life than romance always is, and in the least extra¬ 
ordinary regions oi romance itself But ‘Arden’ is none the less 
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made an enclianted ground without spells or iiicantatioiis, an 
earthly Paradise, with nothing that is not within reach of almost 
any human being. lj\ it, wisdom and poetry are the only traiis- 
figurers. Shakespeare, of course, had certainly for canvas Lodge’s 
Euphiiist romance of Rosalynde ; perhaps (it ‘would be pleasant to 
think so) the Tale of Gamelyn itself — but it ‘W'as merely canvas. 
The charm of Rosalind, the marrow'y moralising of Jaqiies, the 
unfailing fool-wisdom of Touchstone, are all his own. By this 
time, too, he had arrived at that complete command of verse of 
which something will be specially said later, and had perfected his 
wonderful prose. Both the blank verse and the lyric in As You 
Like It are in absolute perfection, each for its special purpose; and 
there is, perhaps, no play (for Hamlet lacks the lyric) in which all 
three media are so perfectly displayed. 

As You Like It, with Rosalind as Ganymede, had taken advan¬ 
tage of that habit of representing women’s parts by boys wRich has 
been supposed to possess advantages in itseE Cleopatra, played 
by a boy (as with true Shakespearean audacity she is herself made 
to suggest) must have been absurd, but Shakespeare could not 
help himself and the custom of the country. Here, he could help 
himseE; and he did so with admirable success. Moreover, the 
success could evidently be repeated (E the artist were strong 
enough) in a different key. The artist was strong enough and he 
repeated it in Viola; relying here on the custom to emphasise and 
make probable the confusion of brother and sister. Twelfth 
Night or What You W'ill —the latter title an obvious pendant to 
As You Like It; the former, perhaps unnecessarily, supposed to 
refer to the time of production—is the purest comedy of all 
Shakespeare’s plays. We know that the captain is in no danger; 
none, even apparently, threatens any one else. To make Malvolio, 
as has sometimes been attempted, an almost tragic personage, 
virtuous and deeply WTonged, is an absurdity. The duke is, and is 
meant to be, a feeble person; but he can talk exquisite poetry, is a 
gentleman, probably made exactly the sort of husband that Viola 
wanted and so is one of those subtlest, because most faintly 
nuanced, criticisms of life which only the greatest masters dare to 
allow themselves. Feste is not Touchstone’s equal—^but Who is? 
and, besides, it wmuld not have done for the clown to be wuttier 
than the knight when both were witty^—in As You Like It things 
are different. The rest are of the Upper House almost without an 
exception. Viola, no Rosalind or Beatrice, but a jew^el of the 
other type and differenced exquisitely from such sisters as Juliet 
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and Miranda; Olivia, stately, but perfectly human; Sfaria, not 
elaborately, but sufficiently, drawn in the other vein for contrast- 
form an extraordinary triad even for Shakespeare; and it is afflict¬ 
ing that some commentators should forget that ‘the youngest wren 
of nine ’ was no ‘ waiting maid ’ in the modern sense. On the other 
side, Sir Toby Belch is one of those doubles that are no doubles, 
over which nearly all artists stumble. He is of the same genus as 
Falstaff, but of a different species; and almost entirely different as 
an individual; just as Sir Andrew is of the tribe of Silence and 
Slender, but quite other than they. As for Malvolio, he has no 
parallel anywhere save Molifere’s Alceste, who, like him but more 
commonly, has been travestied into a p6TS07itt> tragicd by incom¬ 
petent criticism. A gentleman, a man of honour and of his duty, 
of parts and of merit, his comic a/xapTLa is compounded of vanity, 
sourness of temper, lack of humour, a little jack-in-officeship, much 
ambition and, probably, not a little do^vnright jealousy—and it 
brings the comic punishment upon him most completely and con- 
dignly. Sebastian, no doubt, has extraordinary, but not impos¬ 
sible, luck. 

From this point, we may take a liberty—of which we have 
already given warning—with the folio arrangement. The Winter s 
Tale would come next, according to the division of ‘Comedies, 
Histories and Tragedies,’ and several histories, earlier according 
to the Meres point de rephre, would come next after that. But, 
according to that class of internal evidence which we have allowed. 
The Winter’s Tale As distinctly later; some more plays regarded 
as ‘histories’ in Shakespeare’s time are, not merely to us, but 
essentially, romantic tragedies; and the arrangement, according to 
logic and literature must, in other ways, be altered. We shall 
rearrange the scene from this point, therefore, recording all certain, 
or even probable, data as to individual plays as they arise, under 
four heads—the remaining English histories, the classical plays 
subsequent to Titus AndronicuSf the romantic tragedies and the 
three final drames. 

The first of the histories is Henry Y, which was partly drawn 
from the same originals as He^iry lY, and followed it closely. It 
was published (imperfectly) and ‘ stayed ’ in 1600; and is supposed 
to have been acted the year before. The magnificent death of 
Falstaff almost necessitated the previous turning upon him of the 
king, which, indeed, had been foreshadowed in Henry TY- Partly 
this, and partly other things, have prejudiced some critics against 
this ‘ patriot king,’ who, nevertheless, is one of the greatest, if not 
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the most attractive, of Shakespeare’s creations. The fresh present¬ 
ment of Pistol and the addition of Fluellen demonstrate the in- 
exhaustibleness of the poet’s comic prosopopoeia, and, besides the 
fine tirades which figure in all the extract books, there are in¬ 
numerable passages of literary excellence. But, in a panoramic 
survey of Shakespeare’s plays, Henry V, perhaps, with one excep¬ 
tion to be dealt with presently, stands forth most conspicuously as 
almost the deftest of his spiritings up of chronicles—as a pattern 
of the difficult accomplishment of vitalising chronicle by character. 
Here, it is by character diffuse rather than compact—by the 
extraordinary vivacity of the different personages rather than by 
interest concentrated in a hero. So far as he is concerned, it is 
the triumph of Henry of England, rather than that of Harry of 
Monmouth, in which we rejoice. 

The last remaining, and, probably, the last written, of the English 
group, Henry VIII, presents remarkable peculiarities; and it has 
been usual to take it as Shakespeare’s only in parts—^Fletcher’s, 
and, perhaps, Massinger’s, in others. A play on Henry VIII was 
represented in 1613 and interrupted by the burning of the play¬ 
house. The piece which, ten years later, appeared in the folio is a 
loose composition (though, perhaps, not much looser than Oymbe- 
line) ; and, though there are points of great and truly Shakespearean 
interest of character in the king and, still more, in Wolsey and 
queen Katharine, it cannot be said that the character in any one 
instance, or in all put together, unifies the play as it generally does 
with Shakespeare. Still, there is no doubt about his authorship in 
whole or part. Ho reasonable critic wili attempt to go behind the 
folio as regards plays—though no such critic need accept either 
‘the whole folio’ as regards passages or ‘nothing but the folio’ 
in any way. The play is patchy, and some of the patches are 
inferior; while there are hardly any marks in it of that early and 
‘ first draft ’ character which we have detected in others. 

With the classical plays, we come to a new and very interesting 
group. In a sense, of course, Titus Atidronicus belongs to it; but 
nothing like the extreme earliness of that piece belongs to any of 
the others, and none of them is mentioned by Meres. Two of them, 
however, are, internally as well as externally, of very uncertain 
date; the other three are of Shakespeare’s very meridian. 

For Troilus and Cressida, a licence to print was obtained in 
1602/3 ; but the players objected, and it was not published till half 
a dozen years later, and then surreptitiously. It is extremely 
difficult not to believe that it is much older than the earlier date 
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would sliow Some of tlie blank verse, no doubt, is fairly mature; 
but tlie author may have furbished this up, and much of it is not 
mature at all Instead of transcending his materials, as Shake¬ 
speare almost invariably does, he has here failed almost entirely to 
bring out their possibilities; has not availed himself of Chaucer’s 
hPiiitiful romance so fully as he might; and has dramatised the 
"n Soy-books with a loose yet heavy hand utterly un- 
suo-gestive of his maturer craftsmanship. If it were not for certain 
spSches and touches chiefly in the part of Ulysses, and in the 
parts of the hero and heroine, it might be called the least Shake¬ 
spearean of all the plays. 1 i? J 

Timon of Athens, again a puzzle, is a puzzle of a dmerent kind. 
It is usual to resort to the rather Alexandrine suggestion of 
collaboration and then to put it as late as 1607. To the present 
ivriter, the first theory seems unnecessary and the last impossible. 
There is nothing in Timon that Shakespeare, at one time or another, 
may not have written; there are some things which hardly anybody 
but Shakespeare can have written; but that he wrote this piece just 
after Lear, even with somebody, not to help, but to hinder, him, is 
not, from the point of view from which the present survey is 
written, conceivable. The play is as chaotic as Ti oilus, or more 
so; and, except Timon himself, it has no character of interest in it. 
But Timon himself must be Shakespeare’s own; he has so much 
of good in him, and might have been made so much better, that it 
is impossible to imagine Shakespeare, m his maturity, turning over 
such a character to be botched by underlings, and associated with 
third rate company. On the other hand, he might have written the 
whole play in his nonage and—as in the other case—have thrown in 
some ‘modem touches’ to freshen it up and get it off his hands. At 
any rate, the two plays (which may be called Greek) stand in the 
sharpest contrast to the great Eoman trio, based, in Shakespeare’s 
most easy-going fashion, on North’s Plutarch for matter, and, 
sometimes, even for words, but made his own, absolutely and 
for ever. 

None of the three was printed till the folio appeared, though 
licence appears to have been obtained for Antony and Gleopatra 
in 1008. It is usual to select that date for it and for Coriolanus, 
Qjidto pnt Julius Caesar seven years earlier, because of an apparent 
allusion to it in that year. Internal evidence does not, perhaps, 
supply any valid reason for such a separation in date; and, as they 
aie all taken from the same source, they may very well all have 
been written about the same time. This could not have been very 
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early, from tlie complete mastery of the blank verse, but might be 
anywhere after the close of the sixteenth century. Ail three are 
masterpieces, but curiously different in kind; though there is an 
equally curious agreement between them in the manner in whicli 
the author, at one time, simply arranges the very words not merely 
of Plutarch but of Korth, while, at another, he will add or substi¬ 
tute passages of absolute originality. 

Jvlius Caesar has, at least, this mark of an earlier date that 
its interest is of a diffused character, and that there is a certain 
prodigality of poetic passages put in everybody’s mouth. The 
titular hero perishes before half the play is done; and his place is 
taken, first by Antony and then by Brutus. Nor does he make any 
very copious appearance even before his murder. Further, tlie 
marvellous Shakespearean impartiality seems to take delight in 
doing the best for each of these heroes in turn; while the pro¬ 
digality above referred to furnishes not merely the three, Cassius, 
who is all but a fourth hero, and Portia, but quite insignificant people 
—Marullus, Casca, Calpurnia—with splendid poetical utterance. 
The magnificent speech of Antony—all Shakespeare’s own; the 
great exchange of mind between Brutus and Cassius, both as friends 

and as (almost) foes; the dialogue of Brutus and Portia: these, 

and many other things, with the surpassing majesty and interest of 
the theme, have always made the play a great favourite, and 
deservedly so. Moreover, its central interest from the point of 
view of romance—the death and revenging of Caesar—is perfect. 
But, from the point of view of unity of character, which is 
Shakespeare’s general appeal, it may be thought somewhat lacking. 
Brutus is the only person whose character can supply a continuous 
tie rod—and, except to those who take the old French Revolution 
or Roman declamation line of admiration for tyrannicide per se, 
Brutus, admirably as he develops, is rather thin at first. It may 
plausibly be argued that either he should not have required 
Cassius’s blend of personal and pseudo-patriotic hatred of Caesar 
to ferment his own patriotism, or he should have detected the 
insufficiency of the ‘lean and hungry’ conspirator. Practically, 
how'ever, Julius Caesar is of the panoramic, if not of the kalei¬ 
doscopic, order of drama—its appeal is of sequence rather than 
of composition. 

With the other two Roman plays, it is quite different Coriolmim 
is certainly not deficient in variety of incident, or of personage, 
but every incident and every personage is, in a way, subservient to 
the hero. The ordinary descriptions of the dramatis personae — 
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‘friend to Coriolanus,’ ‘mother to Coriolanus,’ ‘wife to Coriolanus ‘— 
accjuire a new appositeuess from this featiii e. AXenemus and 
Volumnia are no shadows ; the ‘ gracious silence ’ herself is all the 
more gracious for her unobtrusiveness. But it is in relation to 
Coriolanus that they interest us most. The sordid spite of the 
tribunes—types well known at this time and at all times—helps to 
bring out the arrogance, at its worst not sordid, of Cains iMartius. 
The inferior generals set him off. And that interesting, and not very 
easy, character, Tullus Aufidius, whose psychical evolution Shake¬ 
speare has left in obviously intentional uncertainty, furnishes yet 
another contrast in his real changes from enmity to friendship, 
and then from hospitality to treachery, with the changes of 
Coriolanus from the height of Roman patriotism to actual hostility 
against his ungrateful and degraded country, and from that hostility 
to semi-reconciliation, at least to the foregoing of his vengeance in 
obedience to his mother. Most of all do the various mobs—the 
mob of Rome above all, but, also, the rank and file of the army, 
the Volscian conspirators, the ofiicers, the senators, the very servants 
of Aufidius—throw up against their own vulgar variety and charac¬ 
terless commonness the ‘headstrong beauty’ of the great soldier’s 
mind and will—his hatred of the imlgus itself, of its malignity, of 
its meanness, of its ingratitude. He is, of course, no flawless 
character: he need not have been rude to the people (one cannot 
blame him for being so to their misguiders); and, because they 
committed virtual treason to Rome by banishing its defender, he 
was certainly not justified in himself committing the overt act. 
But he remains one of the noblest figures in literature, and his 
nobility is largely the work of Shakespeare himself. What is more, 
he has provided Shakespeare with the opportunity of working 
out a ‘one-man’ drama, as, except in inferior specimens like 
Timon, he has done nowhere else. For, even in Hamlet, the single 
and peculiar life of the hero does not overshadow all the others, 
as is done here. 

Great as Coriolaniis is, however, it is not nearly so great as 
Antony and Cleopatra. Coriolanus, personally, is a great figure, 
but rather narrowly great and hardly as provocative of deh'ght as of 
admiration. The interest of his story is somewhat lacking in variety, 
and, cunningly as the comic or serio-comic aspects and interludes 
are employed to lighten it up, the whole play is rather statuesque. 
Antony and Cleopatra has nearly as infinite a variety as its 
incomparable heroine herself; its warmth and colour are of the 
liveliest kind; its character drawing is of the Shakespearean best; 
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the beauties of its versification and diction are almost unparalleled 
in number, diversity and intensity; and, above all, the powers of 
the two great poetic motives, love and death, are utilised in it to 
the utmost possible extent. Even this long list of merits does not 
exhaust its claims. From the technical side, it is the very type and 
triumph of the chronicle play—of the kind which dramatises whole 
years of history, solid portions of the life of man, and keeps them 
dramatically one by the interwoven threads of character interest, 
by individual passages of supreme poetry and by scenes or sketches 
of attaching quality. Here, again, Shakespeare follows North, at 
times very closely indeed ; and here, more than ever, he shows how 
entirely he is able not to follow his leader when he chooses. The 
death of Cleopatra, with the inefiable music of the words that 
follow ‘Peace, Peace,' is only the strongest example of a pervading 
fact. But the central interest of character and the side portraits 
which accompany and enforce it are the greatest points about the 
play. Nowhere has even Shakespeare given such a pair, hero and 
heroine, as here. Antony, at once ruined and ennobled by the 
passion which is both his dfiaprCa and his abiding title to sympathy, 
which completes his friendship for Caesar in the earlier play; 
Cleopatra, her frailty sublimated into the same passion—both 
heroic in their very weakness and royal in the way in which they 
throw away their royalty: there is nothing like them anywhere. 
There is no palliation of fault or of folly ; both are set as plainly 
before the spectator as may be, and he will imitate them at his 
peril. But the power of romantic tragedy in this direction can go 
no further. 

It might be questioned whether this power actually went further 
in any other direction. But, possibly, between Julius Caesar and 
the other two Roman plays—certainly in the same general period, 
and, according to popular reckoning, between 1602 and 1605— 
Shakespeare produced, it is thought in the order to be named, 
what are pre-eminently the four wheels of his chariot, the four 
win^ of his spirit, in the tragic and tragicomic division, 
Hamlet, OtheUo, Macheth and Lear. To condense the enormous 
mass of discussion on these, and especially on the first, were 
here impossible. The puzzles of the text of Hamlet (which differs 
most remarkably in the quarto of 1602, apparently pirated, in 
that of 1604, which at least claims authenticity, and in that of the 
folio), though perhaps less than they seem, and much less than 
they have been thought to be, are considerable ; and the problems 
of the play ave infinite. Its immediate, lasting and now world-wide 
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popiilsiritY is not surprising. For, though Hciinlct hirosolf is capuble 
of being problematised to the ?^th, he is a sufficiently taking figure 
(especially as introduced by the ghost scenes) to persons who care 
little indeed for problems. The enormous length of the play is 
diversified by the most varied, and, at times, most exciting, action, 
[n the common phrase, there is something for everyone—the 
supernatural, the death of Polonius, that of Ophelia, the fight 
or almost fight in the churchyard, the duel, the final slaughter 
scene (simply an exciting moment for the mere vulgar)—the pity 
of all these things for the sentimental, the poetry of them for those 
who can appreciate it. And, above all, and with all, there is the 
supreme interest of the character presentment, which informs and 
transforms the incidents, and which, not merely in the central 
figure, is the richest and most full to be found in Shakespeare. 
This may be developed in one instance. 

It has been impossible, in the scale and range of the present 
notice, to dwell on individual characters. But, putting sheer 
poetical expression aside, the Shakespearean character is the Shake¬ 
spearean note; and, for more reasons than one, it would be an 
incorrectness not to ofier a specimen of dealing with this feature. 
No better suggests itself than the character of Claudius. For it 
seems to have escaped even some elect wits ; and it is very 
typical. There were at least two ways in which an ordinary, or 
rather more than ordinary, di’amatist might have dealt with 
this other ‘majesty of Denmark.’ He could have been made a 
crude dramatic villain—a crowned ‘Shakebag’ or ‘Black Will,’ to 
use the phraseology of his creator’s own day. He could have 
been made pure straw—a mere common usurper. And it would 
appear that he has actually seemed to some to be one or other of 
these two. Neither of them is the Claudius which Shakespeare 
has presented; and those who take him as either seem to miss the 
note which, putting sheer poetic faculty once more aside, is the 
note of Shakespeare, It is not to be supposed that Shakespeare 
liked Claudius; if he did, and if he has produced on respectable 
readers the effect above hinted at, he certainly was as ineffectual 
a writer as the merest cr€tin, or the merest crank, among his critics 
could imagine. But neither did he dislike Claudius; he knew that, 
in the great Greek phrase, it was the duty of creators to ‘see fair’— 
ra taa. vefieiv -—ill the handling of their creations. It would appear 
that the successor of Hamlet I might have been a very respectable 
person, if his brother had not possessed a kingdom and a queen that 
lie wanted for himself. But this brother did, unluckily, possess these 
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tilings and the Claiidian—not dfiaprla, not ‘ tragic frailty/ but out¬ 
rageous, unforgivable, fully punished—crime was that he would not 
tolerate this possession. He put an end to it, and—let those laugh 
at him w’ho like—he seems to have thought that lie could trammel 
up the consequence. Macbeth was wiser. If it were not for the 
ugly circumstances and the illegitimate assistance of the ghost, we 
might be rather sorry for Claudius at first. There was nothing 
out of the way in the succession of brother before son. There was 
nothing (except, perhaps, undue haste) out of the way, under the dis¬ 
pensation of dispensations, in the successive marriage of one woman 
to two brothers. Fifty years before Shakespeare’s birth, queen 
Katharine did it, and few people thought or think her other than 
a saint. A hundred years after Shakespeare’s birth, Louise de 
Gonzague, queen of Poland, did it, and nobody thought the worse 
of her at all. It is clear that there was not much likelihood of 
ofispring from the second marriage: even Hamlet himself, in the 
very scene where his abusive description of the king (‘not evidence,’ 
if ever anything was not) has prejudiced many against Claudius, 
seems to admit this. Claudius himself would probably—his very 
words could be cited—have been most happy to regard Hamlet as 
crown prince, would not have objected to receive Ophelia (perhaps 
with a slight protest against derogation) as crown princess and, 
after a due enjoyment of his kingdom and his wife, to assign the 
former to them and die quite comfortably. 

But this could not be: the gods would not have ‘seen fair’ if they 
had allowed it, and the 7rp(oTapxo<; arr) of the crime in the orchard 
bears its fruit. Yet Claudius behaves himself by no means ill. He 
meets Hamlet’s early, and, as yet, ungrounded, or only half grounded, 
sulks with a mixture of dignity and kindness which is admirable 
in a difficult situation. There does not appear any prejudice against 
Hamlet (though, of course, guilt makes the king uneasy) when 
Poionius first tells him of the prince’s antics. When he has eaves¬ 
dropped, a proceeding fully justified by the statecraft of the time, 
his desire to get rid of Hamlet, somehow, is natural, and it does 
not yet appear that he has any design to ‘get rid’ of him in criminal 
kind. Even after the play—an outrageous insult in any case— 
there is no sign of murderous purpose either in his words to 
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern or in the prayer soliloquy. Only 
after the killing of Poionius, which might have alarmed an innocent 
man, does he decide oh the literae Belleroj^hontis. Few who have 
paid any attention to it have denied the combined courage and 
skill with which he nieets the imeiite headed by Laertes. Even 
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thenceforward, he is not pure villain, and, though it endangers all 
his plans, he tries to save the queen, between whom and himself it 
is quite certain that a real affection exists. He is a villain, but he 
is a man; and there are probably lesser villains w'ho are rather 
poorer personages as men. Now, is this mere whitewashing on the 
critic’s part, or the puerile and sneaking kindness for villany which 
is not quite unknown in men of letters ? Not at all. No better 
deserved swordthrust was ever given than Hamlet’s last; and 
Shakespeare never palliates the crime of Claudius in the very 
least degree. But he knows that a criminal is not necessarily bad 
all through; and he knows that there is no cheaper or falser 
morality than that which thinks that you must represent a criminal 
as bad all through lest you tempt people to sympathise with his 
crime. May it be added that, at this time of his career, he simply 
could not ‘scamp’ his w’ork in the direction of character any more 
than in the direction of poetry? Others might throw in ‘supers’ 
to fill up a play—^he would not Claudius, of course, in no way 
disputes the position of hero; but there is stuff in him, as he is 
presented, for half a dozen heroes of the Racinian type. 

Of Ophelia, and Polonius, and the queen and all the rest, not 
to mention Hamlet himself (in whose soul it would be absurd 
to attempt to discover new points here), after this we need not say 
anything. But it is observable that they are not, as in the case of 
Coriolanus, interesting merely or mainly for their connection with 
the hero, but in themselves. And it must be added that, not merely 
in the soliloquies and set speeches, but in the dialogue, even in its 
least important patchwork, Shakespeare’s mastery of blank verse 
has reached complete perfection. 

If Othello came next, as it may very well have done—^it has 
been asserted, on the faith of a document not now producible, 
to have been acted at court on 1 November 1604—^there was 
certainly no falling off. The pity, if not the terror, is made more 
intense than even in Hamlet. And, though for complexity la go 
cannot approach Hamlet, he is almost as interesting. Once more, 
the Shakespearean impartiality is shown in this character. lago, 
m the ordinary sense, is a much ‘worse’ man than Claudius; 
and, unlike Claudius, he has no compunction. But you see his 
point of view. It is by no means so certain as some critics have 
thought that his suspicions of Othello and Emilia are merely pre- 
<iaite certain that he has never forgiven, and never 
will forgive, Othello or Cassio for the preference accorded by the 
former to the latter. Against Desdemona, he probably has no 
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personal spite whatsoever; but she is the most convenient instru¬ 
ment that suggests itself for embroiling his two foes with each 
other and plaguing them both; so he uses her, once more without 
compunction of any kind. Roderigo is another instrument and 
a useful pigeon as w^elL But this newer ‘ ancient ’—very different 
from Pistol!—has an admirable intellect, a will of steel and a 
perfectly dauntless courage. ‘I bleed, sir; but not killed’ is one 
of the greatest speeches in Shakespeare, and the innocent com¬ 
mentators who have asked whether Shakespeare *did not hate 
lago' can never have apprehended it As for Desdemoiia herself, 
an interesting point arises in connection with another of Shake¬ 
speare’s most pity-claiming figures, Cordelia, and may be noticed 
when we come to her. 

Those who (if there be any such) believe that Shakespeare 
wrote the whole of Macbeth and that he wrote it about 1605, must 
have curious standards of criticism. To believe that he wrote the 
whole of it is quite easy—indeed, the present writer has little or 
no doubt on the matter; but the belief is only possible on the 
supposition that it was written at rather difierent times. The 
second scene, that in which the ‘bleeding sergeant’ appears, and 
some few other passages, are, in verse and phrase, whole stages 
older than the bulk of the play, which, in these respects, is fully 
equal to its great companions. The character interest is limited 
to the hero and heroine. But in the thane and king—who is 
a marvellous variant sketch of Hamlet, except that he can never 
leave off, while Hamlet can never begin, and that, also, he can never 
leave off metaphysicalising on the things he does, while Hamlet’s 
similar self-indulgence is confined to those he does not do—^its 
intensity and variety yield only to that of Hamlet himself; while 
Lady Macbeth is quite peerless. And the fresh handling of the 
supernatural illustrates, fortunately not for the last time, the 
curious fertility of the writer in a direction where, especially 
when it is blended with events and motives not supernatuiui, 
failure is not so much the usual, as the invariable, result That the 
Shakespeare of one play, or part, should be the Shakespeare of 
another, is a constantly repeated marvel ; but it is scarcely any¬ 
where more marvellous than in the fact that the same writer 
wrote A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Hamlet, Macbeth and The 
Tempest 

Early British history seems at this moment to have had a 
fascination for Shakespeare; for 3Iacbcth appears to have been 
followed pretty quickly by Khig Lear, and the date of Cymhdim 
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cannot have been very distant as it was certainly a stage play in 
11)10. King Lear, like its companions in the great quatuor, has 
special virtues, but it resembles them and Antony and Cleopatra 
in a certain regality of tone which hardly appears elsewhere. It 
resembles Othello, also, in being a tragedy of pity above all 
things; and it oIFers, perhaps, the most notable opportunity for the 
examination of the Shakespearean dpapria, which at once agrees 
and contrasts strikingly with the Aristotelian. The terrible fate 
of Lear—which the poet wisely introduced instead of the happy (or 
differently unhappy) ending which occurs in the chronicles and in 
a worthless contemporary play, a little earlier than his own—may 
seem excessive. As a punishment for his selfish abandonment and 
parcelling out of the kingdom, his general petulance and his blind 
misjudgment of his daughters, it may be so; as the consequence of 
his frailty, not. So, too, Cordelia’s disinheritance and her ultimate 
fate are caused (whether deserved or not is, as before, a different 
question) by her self-willed and excessive want of compliance with 
hei father s foolish, but not wholly unnatural, craving for professions 
of affection. The calamities of Gloster are a little more in the way 
of stiict poetical justice of the ordinary kind; but the^’^ coincide 
well enough. The character of Edmund is a pendant to that of 
lago, and his final speeches ‘The wheel is come full circle: I am 
here, and T et Edmund was beloved,’ are even more revealing than 
the stoical finale of the ancient. The extraordinary success of the 
fool has never been denied save by his unofficial successors; nor 
the superhuman poetry of the heath scenes. That the tragedy is 
too tragical, may be an argument against tragedy, or against the 
theatre generally; but not against this play. The one accusation 
of some weight is the horror of the Gloster mutilation scene, 
a survival of the old Andronicus days which, in a way, is interesting, 
but which, perhaps, could have been spared. The fact that it 
actually is a survival is the most interesting thing about it, except 
the other fact that it shocks, as, in an earlier play, it certainly 
would not. Nothing can show better the enormous lift which 
Shakespeare had himself given to the stage in, at most, some fifteen 
years, than the demand made on him, by modern criticism, not to 

do what everyone had been doing. 

Last come the famous three: CymheUne, The Winter’s Tale 
and The Tempest, no idle fancy has seen ‘the calmed and 
calming mens adepta* of which one of all but the greatest of Shake- 
speaies contemporaries, Eulke Greville, sjjeaks in a gi*eat passage 
of prose. The first and second were seen by Simon Forman, an 
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astrologer of the day, in 1C 10 and 1611; The Tempest was certainly 
performed in 1613, and may hare been written one or two jmiB 
earlier—a theory which makes it not a late play at all is absurd 
and rebutted by the whole internal evidence. But internal 
coincides with external in allotting the three to the latest period 
possible: the versification supporting the general tone, and the 
intense romantic influence corroborating both. In respect of 
construction, however, there is a remarkable difierence between 
Oymbeline and The Winters Tale^ on the one hand, and The 
Tempest, on the other. 

Oymbeline has by some been reproached with being, and by 
others regretfully admitted to be, the loosest and most disorderly 
play in Shakespeare. Not only does he take his largest romantic 
licence of neglecting unity of time and place—to that the reader 
must long have been accustomed. Not only does he mix plots 
and interests with the most insouciant liberality, as if he were 
making a salad of them. But he leaves his materials, his person¬ 
ages, his incidents, at a perfect tangle of loose ends. Still, the 
interest is maintained, partly because of the actual attraction of 
many of his episodes; partly because of the exquisite poetry 
which is showered upon the play in every direction; but, most 
of all, because of the perfect charm of the character of the 
heroine. That Shakespeare has equalled Imogen is certainly 
true; but he has never surpassed her, and he has never repeated 
or anticipated her. 

Perhaps there is nothing more remarkable in these three plays, 
even among Shakespeare’s work, than the extraordinary beauty— 
both in phrase, passage and scene—of their separate parts. The 
word beauty is used advisedly. Here, in Oymbeline, for instance, 
fault may be found—^irrelevantly, perhaps, but not ungroundedly 
—^with construction, with connection of scenes and so forth. But 
those who look, not at the skeleton, but at the body, not at the 
mathematical proportion of features, but at the countenance, will 
hardly be disturbed by this. The two Imogen and lachimo scenes ; 
the whole episode of Belarius and his supposed sons; the miraculous 
song dirge which CoUms, though he made a pretty thing of it, merely 
prettified—these are things impossible to conceive as bettered, 
difficult to imagine as equalled, or approachecL 

The Winter’s Tale has something, but less, of the same sublime 
neglect of meticulous accuracy of construction; it has, perhaps, 
a more varied interest; it has even more lavishness of poetical 
appeal. The ‘sea coast of Bohemia’ is nothing; but the story, 
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merely as a story, is certainly more romantic than dramatic. There 
is no character that approaches Imogen; for Perdita, exquisite as 
she is, has no character, properly speaking. The jealousy of Leontes, 
though an interesting variant on that of Othello and that of 
Posthumus, not to say on that of Master Ford, has a certain touch 
of ferocious stupidity, which Shakespeare probably intended, but 
which is not engaging. Hermione, admirable so far as she goes, is 
not quite fully shown to us; and, though Paulina is a capital 
portrait of what Ben Jonson declared his own wife to be—‘a 
shrew but honest ’—she does not go far. Autolycus, perhaps, is 
the only figure who fully displays the Shakespearean completeness. 
But the fascination of the play is quite independent of these knots 
in the reed. The abundance of it—the cheerful beginning and 
sombre close of the first Sicilian scenes; the partly tragic opening 
and pastoral continuation of the Bohemian; the tragicomedy and 
coup de thedtre of the end—is very great. But the suffusion of the 
whole with quintessenced poetry in the fashion just mentioned is 
greater. It appears chiefly in flash of phrase for the first three 
acts till the great storm scene at the end of the third, with the 
rather severe punishment of Antigonus and the contrasted farce 
of the shepherds. But, in the fourth, where comedy and romance 
take the place of farce and tragedy, and especially in Perdita’s 
famous flower speech, it overflows; and there is plenty of it in the 
fifth. Had Greene lived to see this dramatising of his story, he 
might have been more angry than ever with the upstart crow; 
if, as sometimes, though too seldom, happens, his stormy spring 
had settled into a mellow early autumn, he ought to have been 
reconcOed. 

But, while the charms of Cymhelme and The Winter's Tale 
appear in even greater measure in The Tempest, this astonishing 
s’wau song is open to none of the objections which, from some points 
of view, may lie against them. It is almost regular, so far as ‘time’ 
is concerned; its violation of ‘place’ is very small, being confined 
to the limits of one little island; and its ‘action’ though, of course, 
of the English multiple kind, can be plausibly argued to be almost 
single in its multiplicity. The working of the spells of Prospero 
on all the important members of the shipwrecked crew in their 
diverse natures, qualities and importance—^for correction on 
Alonso, Antonio and Sebastian (though these last two were 
probably incorrigible); for trial and reward on Ferdinand; for 
well deserved plaguing on Stephano and Trinculo—might have 
g;iveu more pause to Aristotle ‘if he had seen ours,’ as Dryden 
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says, tlian anything else. The contrast of Caliban and Ariel is 
almost classical in conception, though ultraromantic in working 
out The loves of Ferdinand and Miranda at once repair and 
confirm according to justice the acquisition of I\Iilan by Naples, 
which has been unjustly accomplished before the opening. In 
the management of the supernatural, too, Shakespeare once more 
shows that unique combination of power and economy which has 
been noted. But he has not, because of this extra expenditure—if, 
indeed, it w'as an extra expenditure—of trouble, in the very least 
stinted the outpouring of beauty on individual character, scene, 
passage, phrase or line, Ariel and Caliban among super- or extra- 
natural personages, and Miranda, even among Shakespeare’s women, 
occupy positions of admitted supremacy. Prospero is of extra¬ 
ordinary subtlety; the butler and the jester are among the best 
of their excellent class. It is curious that this play makes a 
kind of pendant to Much Ado About Nothing in the nearness 
with which comedy approaches tragedy, though the supernatural 
element relieves the spectator of the apprehension which, in 
the other case, is not unjustified. The inset masque, too (to 
which there is a faint parallel in Cymbelme), is a remarkable 
feature, and adds to the complicated, and yet not disorderly, 
attractions of the piece. But these attractions are all-pervading. 
The versification, though in part of Shakespeare’s latest style, is 
of his best, in song and dialogue alike, throughout; and there are 
curious side interests in Gonzalo’s citation of Montaigne, and in 
other matters. But the main charm is once more in the poetry, to 
which the prose adds not a little. The vividness of the storm; the 
admirable protasis of Miranda and Prospero; Ariel, whenever he 
speaks, and Caliban not seldom—^give this charm, while Prospero 
himself is always a master of it. Indeed, in the great parallel 
with Calderon of ‘ life’s a dream,’ led up to by the picture of the 
vanisliing universe, it reaches one of the ‘topless towers’ of poetry. 
To refuse to see an actual leavetaking in this perfect creation with 
its (to say the least) remarkable prophecy of the ‘burial of the 
book’ is, surely, an idle scepticism, considering the weight of 
positive evidence of all kinds which supports the idea. At any 
rate, if it were not the last, it ought to have been; and, though 
there are too many instances of non-coincidence between what 
ought to be and what is, we need hardly lay it down as a rule that 
what ought to have been could not be. The Tempest is not all 
Shakespeare: only all Shakespeare is that. But it may, at least, 
be pronounced a diploma piece of Shakespeare’s ark 
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The foregoing survey of Shakespeare’s plays has been made 
rather from the results of a long and intimate familiarity with 
their contents, than in reference to traditional opinion in their 
favour, or to recent efforts in the opposite direction. Some of these 
latter, such "ks the attacks of the very remarkable young Breton 
critic Ernest Hello not long since, and those of Tolstoy, only the 
other day, have been made, seriously and in good faith, from points 
of view which, when allowed for, deprive them of most of their 
effect. Others have come from mere mountebankery, or from the 
more respectable, but not much more valuable, desire to be unlike 
other people. But, apparently, they have had the effect of inducing 
some critics who are nearer to the truth to make provisos and 
qualifications—to return, in fact, to something like the attitude of 
George III, that 'a great deal of Shakespeare is sad stuff, only one 
must not say so,’ but to put on more show of courage than the 
king and dare to ‘say so,’ with more or less excuse for theatrical 
necessities, ‘faults of the time,’ journeyman’s work executed as a 
mere matter of business and the like. Perhaps this is only a new 
form of cant. For the characteristics of the time something, of 
course, must be allowed; with, however, the remembrance that, after 
all, they may not be faults when brought specie deteTnitatis, 
But, except in the very earliest plays—not half a dozen out of the 
whole seven and thirty—and in passages of the middle division, it 
may almost be said that there is no ‘sad stuff’ in Shakespeare, 
though there is a great deal of very sad stuff in what has 
been written about him. In particular, both the impugners and 
the defenders on the theatrical side seem to protest too much. 
It is, of course, quite true that all Shakespeare’s plays were 
written to be acted; but it may be questioned whether this is 
much more than an accident, arising from the fact that the drama 
was the dominant form of literature. It was a happy accident, 
because of the unique opportunity which this form gives of 
employing both the vehicles of poetry and of prose. But, though 
in a far milder degree, it was unlucky, because nothing has varied 
more or more quickly than the popular taste in drama, and, there- 
fbre, dramatic work has been exposed to even greater vicissitudes 
than those which necessarily await all literary performance. Even 
here, its exceptional excellence is evidenced curiously enough by 
the fact that there has been no time—the last forty years of the 
se^ enteenth century are not a real exception—at which Shake¬ 
speare has not (sometimes, it is true, in more or less travestied 
foims) retained popularity even on the stage. 
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But, if we regard liis work from the for more permanent, and 
less precarious, standpoint of literary criticism, liis exceptional 
greatness can be shown in divers and striking ways. The chain of 
literary dictators who have borne witness to it in their several 
fashions and degrees—Ben Joiison, Dryden, Pope, Saiimel Johnson, 
Coleridge—has been pointed out often enough. It has not, per¬ 
haps, been pointed out quite so often that the reservations of 
these great critics, when they make them, and the more or less 
unqualified disapproval of others, can always be traced to some 
practically disabling cause. Ben Jonson held a different theory of 
the drama; Dryden, for a time, at least, was led aside by the heroic 
play and, for another time, by the delusion that the manners, 
language and so forth of ‘the present day’ must be an improve¬ 
ment on those of yesterday; Pope, by something not dissimilar to 
that which worked in Dryden’s case, and Johnson, by something 
not dissimilar to that wdiich worked in Jonson’s; Coleridge, by 
‘his fun’—that is to say, by occasional crotchet and theory. 
On the other hand, Voltaire, wdth all who followed him, differed 
partly in point of view, and partly was influenced by the half 
concealed, half open conviction that French literature must be 
supreme. Patriotism worked in another way on Riimelin, vexed 
at the way in which his countrymen, led by the Schlegels (from 
the earlier, and too much forgotten, John Elias onwards) and 
Goethe, had deified foreigners. Hello was affected by that strange 
dread and distrust of great human art which has influenced the 
Roman Catholic church almost as much as the extreme protestant 
sects, and which descends from Plato through the Fathers. The 
mere dissident for the sake of dissent need hardly be noticed; still 
less the mountebanks. But it is a certificate of genuineness to 
have mountebanks against you; and the heretic, by the fact of 
his heresy, goes further than he knows to establish the orthodox¬ 
ness of orthodoxy. 

Except from the historical side, however, it is unnecessary to 
dwell on this part of the matter. What establishes the gi*eatness 
of Shakespeare is the substance of Shakespeare’s work. ‘Take 
and read is the very best advice that can be given in reference to 
him. It is not necessary, nor at all desirable, to disparage at least 
part of the enormous labour that has been spent upon him by 
others. But it is quite certain that anyone who, with fair 
education and competent wits, gives his days and nights to the 
reading of the actual plays will be a far better judge than 
anyone who allows himself to be distracted by comment and 
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controversy. The important thing is to get the Shakespearean 
atmosphere, to feel the breath of the Shakespearean spirit. And 
it is doubtful whether it is not much safer to get this first, and at 
first hand, than to run the risk of not getting it while investigating 
the exact meaning of every allusion and the possible date of every 
item. The more thoroughly and impartially this spirit is observed 
and extracted, the more will it be found to consist in the sub¬ 
jection of all things to what may be called the romantic process of 
presenting them in an atmosphere of poetical suggestion rather 
than as sharply defined and logically stated. But this romantic 
process is itself characterised and pervaded by a philosophical 
depth and width of conception of life which is not usually asso¬ 
ciated with romance. And it is enlivened and made actual by 
the dramatic form which, whether by separable or inseparable 
accident, the writer has adopted. Thus, Shakespeare—as no one 
had done before him, and as people have done since far more 
often in imitation of him than independently—unites the powers 
and advantages of three great forms: the romance (in verse 
or prose), pure poetry and the drama. The first gives him variety, 
elasticity, freedom from constraint and limit. The second enables 
him to transport. The third at once preserves his presentations 
from the excessive vagueness and vastness which non-dramatic 
romance invites, and helps him to communicate actuality and 
vividness. 

It is in the examination of his treatment, now of individual 
incidents and personages, now of complicated stories, by the aid of 
these combined instruments, that the most profitable, as well as 
the most delightful, study of Shakespeare consists. But there is 
no doubt that, as a result of this study, two things emerge as his 
special gifts. The first is the coinage of separate poetic phrases; 
the second is the construction and getting into operation of indi¬ 
vidual and combined character. In a third point—the telling of 
a story or the construction of a drama—he is far greater than is 
often allowed. After his earliest period, there is very little in any 
play that does not directly bear upon the main plot in his sense of 
that word. Even in so very long, so very complicated, a piece 
as Hamlet, it is almost impossible to ‘cut’ without loss—to the 
intelligent and unhasting reader, at any rate, if not to the eager 
or restless spectator. But plot, in his sense, means, mainly—not 
entirely—the evolution of character; and so we may return to 
that point. 

Tfto fcatuies strike us in Shakespearean character drawino" 
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wliich are not so prominent in any other. The one is its astonishing 
prodigality, the other its equally astonishing thoroughness, regard 
being had to the purpose of the presentation. On this latter 
head, reference may be made to the examination of the character 
of Claudius above given; but it would be perfectly easy to 
supplement this by scores, nay, literally, by hundreds, of others, 
were there space for it. Shakespeare never throws away a cha¬ 
racter ; but, at the same time, he never scamps one that is in any 
way necessary or helpful to his scheme. But this thoroughness, of 
course, shows itself more fully still in his great personages. It has 
been almost a stumblingblock—the bounty of the describing 
detail being so great that interpreters have positively lost them¬ 
selves in it. Nor was this probably unintended; for Shakespeare 
knew human nature too well to present the narrow unmistakable 
type character which belongs to a different school of drama. His 
methods of drawing character are numerous. The most obvious 
of them is the soliloquy. This has been found fault with as un¬ 
natural—but only by those who do not know nature. The fact is 
that the soliloquy is so universal that it escapes observers who 
are not acute and active. Everybody, except persons of quite 
abnormal hebetude, ‘talks to himself as he walks by himself, and 
thus to himself says he.’ According to temperament and intellect, 
he is more or less frank with himself; but his very attempts to 
deceive himself are more indicative of character than his bare 
actions. The ingenious idea of the ‘palace of truth’ owes all its 
ingenuity and force to this fact. Now, Shakespeare has consti¬ 
tuted his work, in its soliloquies, as a vast palace of truth, in 
which those characters who are important enough are compelled 
thus to reveal themselves. Nothing contributes quite so much to 
the solidity and completeness of his system of developing plot by 
the development of character; nor does anytliing display more fully 
the extraordinary power and range, the ‘largeness and universality,’ 
of his own soul. For the soliloquy, like all weapons or instruments 
which unite sharpness and weight, is an exceedingly difiGicult and 
dangerous one to wield. It may very easily be overdone in the 
novel (where there are not the positive checks on it which the 
drama provides) even more than in the drama itself. It is very 
difficult to do well. And there is a further danger even for those 
who can do it well and restrain themselves from overdoing it: 
that the soliloquies will represent not the character but the author; 
that they will assist in building up for us, if we desire it, the nature 
of Brown or Jones, but will not do very much for the construction 
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or revelation of that of Brown’s or Jones’s heroes and heroines. 
Shakespeare has avoided or overcome all these points. His 
soliloquies, or set speeches of a soliloquial character, are never, in 
the mature plays, overdone; they are never futile or unnatural; 
and, above all, they are so variously adapted to the idiosyncrasies of 
the speakers that, while many people have tried to distil an 
essence of Shakespeare out of them, nobody has succeeded. From 
Thackeray’s famous parahases (even when they are put in the 
mouths of his characters as they sometimes are) we learn very little 
more about these characters than he has told us or will tell us in 
another way; but we learn to know himself almost infallibly. From 
Shakespeare’s soliloquies we hardly see him even in a glass darkly; 
but we see the characters who are made to utter them as plain 
as the handwriting upon the wall. 

It remains, before concluding with a skeleton table of dates 
and facts wliich may serve to vertebrate this chapter, to consider 
three points of great, though varying, importance—Shakespeare’s 
morality in the wide sense, his versification and his style. 

In dealing with the first, there is no necessity to dwell much on 
the presence in his work of ‘broad’ language and ‘loose’ scenes. 
That he exceeds in this way far less than most of his contempo¬ 
raries will only be denied by those who do not reaUy know the 
Elizabethan drama. Of the excess itself, it seems rather idle to 
say much. The horror which it excites in some cases is, perhaps, 
as much a matter of fashion as the original delinquency. But this 
is only a^ miserable specialisation and belittlement of the word 
morality. In the larger sense, Shakespeare’s morals are dis¬ 
tinguished and conditioned almost equally by sanity, by justice 
and by tolerance. He is not in the least squeamish—-as has been 
said, he shocks many as not being squeamish enough—but he 
never, except in AWs Well that Ends WeU, and, perhaps, Ileamre 
Measure ,unhealthy plot or even an unhealthy situation. 
His justice IS of the so-called ‘poeticaF kind, but not in the least 
of the variety often so misnamed. In fact, as a rule, he is rather 
severe—in some cases, decidedly so—and, though too much of an 
artist to court the easy tragedy of the unhappy ending, is, except 
m his last three plays, equally proof against the seductions of the 
happy sort. ^ But this severity is tempered by, and throws into 
rehef, the third quality of tolerance in which he excels every other 
autior. ^This tolerance is not complaisance: justice prevents 
Biat, and sanity too. Shakcspcai-e never winks at anything, 
ut, as he understands everything, so, without exactl} pardoning it 
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(‘ that’s when lie’s tried above ’), he invariably adopts a strictly 
impartial attitude towards everything and everybody. In this, he 
stands in marked contrast to Dante, who, with almost equal sanity 
and fully equal justice, is not merely unnecessarily inexorable, but 
distinctly partisan—not merely a hanging judge, but a hanging judge 
doubled with an unsparing public prosecutor. It was once observed 
as an ohiter dictum by a Dante scholar of unsurpassed competence^ 
that ‘Dante Icnows he is unfair.’ It might be said that the extraor¬ 
dinary serenity and clarity of Shakespeare’s mind and temper make 
it unnecessary for him to think whether he is fair or not. He gives 
the character as it is—the other characters and the reader may 
make what they can of it. He allows Malcolm to call Macbeth 
a ‘dead butcher’ and Lady Macbeth a ‘fiendlike queen,’ because 
it is what Malcolm would have done. But he does not attach 
these tickets to them; and you will accept the said tickets at your 
o’wn risk. Another contrast which is useful is, again, that of 
Thackeray. The author oi Vanity Fair and The Newcomes has 
a power of vivifying character not much inferior to Shakespeare’s. 
But, when he has vivified his characters, he descends too much 
into the same arena with them; and he likes or dislikes them, as 
one likes or dislikes fellow creatures, not as the creator should be 
afiected towards creations. Becky Sharp is a very fallible human 
creature, and Barnes Hewcome is a detestable person. But 
Thackeray is hard on Becky; and, though he tries not to be 
hard on Barnes, he is. Shakespeare is never hard on any of his 
characters—not merely in the cases of Lady Macbeth and Cleo¬ 
patra, where there is no difficulty; but in those of lago and 
Edmund, of Richard and of John, where there is. Tlie difficulty 
does not exist for him. And yet he has no sneaking kindness for 
the bad, great person as Milton has. The potter has made the pot 
as the pot ought to be and could not but be; he does not think it 
necessary to label it ‘caution’ or ‘this is a bad pot,’ much less 
to kick it into potsherds. If it breaks itself, it must; in the 
sherds into which it breaks itself, in those it will lie; and ‘there is 
namore to seyn.’ 

Equally matter subject to opinion, but matter much more 
difficult to pronounce upon with even tolerable distinctness and 
trenchancy, is the feature of style. It is, perhaps, in this point 
that Shakespeare is most distinguished from the other greatest 
writers. He has mannerisms; but they are mostly worn as clothes— 
adopted or discarded for fashion’s or season’s sake. He has no 
mannerism in the sense of natural or naturalised gesture which is 
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recognisable at once. When we say that a phrase is Shake¬ 
spearean, it is rather because of some supreme and curiously simple 
felicity than because of any special ‘hall-mark,’ such as exists in 
l^iilton and even in Dante. Even Homer has more mannerism 
than Shakespeare, whose greatest utterances—Prospero’s epilogue 
to the masque, Cleopatra’s death words, the crispest sayings of 
Beatrice and Touchstone, the passion of Lear, the reveries of 
Hamlet, others too many even to catalogue—bear no relation to 
each other in mere expression, except that each is the most appro¬ 
priate expression for the thought. Euphuism and word play, of 
course, are very frequent—shockingly frequent, to some people, 
it would seem. But they are merely things that the poet plays 
at—whether for his own amusement or his readers’, or both, is 
a question, perhaps of some curiosity, but of no real importance. 
The well ascertained and extraordinary copiousness of his voca¬ 
bulary is closely connected with this peculiar absence of peculiarity 
in his style. The writer given to mannerism necessarily repeats, if 
not particular words, particular forms of phrases—notoriously, in 
some cases, particular words also. The man who, in all cases, is to 
suit his phrase to his meaning, not his meaning to his phrase, 
cannot do this. Further, Shakespeare, like almost all good English 
writers, though to the persistent displeasure of some good English 
critics, coins words with the utmost freedom, merely observing 
sound analogy. He shows no preference for ‘English’ over ‘Latin’ 
vocabulary, nor any the other way. But, no doubt, he appreci¬ 
ates, and he certainly employs, the advantages offered by their 
contrast, as in the capital instance of 

The multitudinous seas incarnadin© 

Making the green one red, 

where all but the whole of the first line is Aristotle’s xenon and the 
whole of the next clause his hjrion. In fact, it is possible to talk 
about Shakespeare’s style for ever, but impossible in any way to 
define it. It is practically ‘allstyle,’ as a certain condiment is 
called ‘allspice’; and its universality justifies the Buffonian 
definition—even better, perhaps, that earlier one of Shakespeare’s 
obscure Spanish contemporary Alfonso Garcia Matamoros as 
hahitns orationis a mjusqm natura fluens. 

There is no need to acknowledge defeat, in this way, as regards 
the last point to be handled, Shakespeare’s versification. This, 
while it is of the highest importance for the arrangement of his 
work, requires merely a little attention to the prosody of his prede- 




His Progress in Versification 215 

cessors, and a moderate degree of patient and intelligent observation, 
to make it comparatively plain sailing. In no respect is the Meres 
list of more importance than in this; for, though it does not arrange 
its own items in order, it sets them definitely against the others 
as later, and enables us, by observing the differences between the 
groups as wholes, to construct the order of sequence between in¬ 
dividual plays. Hardly less valuable is the practical certainty that 
The Winter’s Tale, Cymbeline and The Tempest are the latest plays, 
and, to say the least, the extreme probability of the grouping of 
the greatest of the others as belonging to a short period im¬ 
mediately before and a rather longer period immediately after the 
meeting of the centuries. 

Putting these facts together with the certain conditions of 
prosody in the plays of the Marlowe group, and in the nondescripts 
of the third quarter of the sixteenth century, we are in a condition 
to judge Shakespeare’s progress in versification with fair safety. 
For the earliest period, we have pieces like Love’s Labours Lost 
and The Comedy of Errors on the one hand, like Titus Andronicus 
on the other. In this last, we see an attempt to play the game of 
the Marlowe heroic, the unrimed ‘ drumming decasyllabon,’ strictly 
and uncompromisingly. The verses are turned out like bullets, 
singly from the mould; there is little condescendence (though there 
is some) to rime, even at the end of scenes and tirades; there is no 
prose proper. But there is considerable variation of pause; and, 
though the inflexibility of the line sound is little affected by it, 
there is a certain running over of sense in which, especially when 
conjoined with the pause, there is promise for the future. 

The two other plays represent a quite different order of experi¬ 
ment. Love’s Labour’s Lost, especially, is a perfect macCdoine of 
metres. There is blank verse, and plenty of it, and sometimes 
very good, though always inclining to the ‘single-mould.’ But 
there is also abundance of rime; plenty of prose; arrangement 
in stanza, especially quatrain; doggerel, sometimes refining itself to 
tolerably regular anapaests; fourteeners; octosyllables or, rather, 
the octosyllable shortened catalectically and made trochaic; finally, 
pure lyric of the most melodious kind. The poet has not made up 
his mind which is the best instrument and is trying all—not, in 
every case, with a certain touch, but, in every case, with a touch 
which brings out the capacities of the instrument itself as it has 
rarely, if ever, been brought out before. 

In the other early plays, with a slight variation in proportion to 
subject, and with regard to the fact whether they are adaptations 
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or not, this process of promiscuous experiment and, perhaps half 
unconscious selection continues. The blank verse steadily improves 
and, by degrees, shakes off any suggestion of the chain, still more 
of the tale of bullets, and acquires the astonishing continuity and 
variety of its best Shakespearean form. Still, it constantly relapses 
into nme-often for long passages and, still oftener, at the ends 
or breaks of scenes and at the conclusion of long speeches ; some- 
imes perhaps, merely to give a cue; sometimes, to emphasise 
a sentiment or call attention to an incident or an appearance 
ne yevy stanza is not relinquished; it appears in Jtomeo and 

•“ Dream, even in Tim Merchant 

f ernce. The dogprel and the fourteeners, except when the 
latter are used (as they sometimes are) to extend and diversify 
the blank verse Itself, gradually disappear; but the octosyllabj 
and more directly lyrical, insets are used freely. The point, how- 
ever, in that which is, probably, the latest of this batch, and in the 
whole of the great central group of comedies and tragedies, is the 
nal se ection of blank verse itself for reliance, and its development 
Not only as has just been noticed, do the deBciencies of the form 
in Its earher examples—its stiffness, its want of fluency and sym- 

^ ‘‘ P"*’ ^ with the lifting 

distpM^"bufZ“ ymmer-not only do these defecte 

msappear, but the merits and capabilities of the form appear con- 

i?!l T dramatic 
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sviIm 1 ®ren medieval octo- 
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continuous Zl’ ^ always, makes his lines, whether single, 
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the least heshat^”*’’,”,” them to greater, length without 

not,71 Iv ^«^“drines are frequent and fourteeners 
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and1771 1 77 themselves to the five-foot scheme; 

is no dml 7“f f scheme preponderate so that there 

no danger of its being confused or mistaken. 

becoiidly, the Hues, by manipulation of pause and of enjanibe- 
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ment or oven unning, are induced to compose a continuous sym¬ 
phonic run not a series of gasps. In some passages—for instance, 
the opening lines of Antony and Cleopatra —the pause will hardly 
be found identical in any two of a considerable batch of verses. 
As to its location, the poet entirely disregards the centripetal rule 
deal to critics at almost all times. He sometimes disregards it to 
the extent—horrible to the straiter sect of such critics—of putting 
heavy pause at the first or at the ninth syllable. Always, in 
his middle period, he practises what he taught to Milton—the 
secret of the verse period and paragraph—though in drama he has 
a greater liberty still of beginning this and ending it at any of his 
vaiied pause places, without troubling himself whether these places 
begin and end a line or not Sometimes, indeed, he seems to prefer 
that they should not coincide. 

But the third peculiarity which distinguishes the accomplished 
blank verse of Shakespeare is the most important of all. It is the 
mastery—on good principles of English prosody from the thirteenth 
century onwards, but in the teeth of critical dicta in his own day 
and for centuries to follow—of trisyllabic substitution. By dint of 
this, the cadence of the line is varied, and its capacity is enlarged, 
in the former case to an almost infinite, in the latter to a very 
great, extent. Once more, the decasyllabic norm is kept—is, in fact, 
religiously observed. But the play of the verse, the spring and 
reach and flexibility of it, are as that of a good fishing-rod to that 
of a brass curtain-pole. The measure is never really loose—^it 
never in the least approaches doggerel. But it has absolute 
freedom: no sense that it wishes to convey, and no sound that 
it wishes to give as accompaniment to that sense, meet the slightest 
check or jar in their expression. 

In the latest division, one of the means of variation which had 
been used even before Shakespeare, and freely by him earlier, 
assumes a position of paramount and, perhaps, excessive importance, 
which it maintains in successors and pupils like Fletcher, and which, 
perhaps, carries with it dangerous possibilities. This is what is 
sometimes called the feminine, or, in still more dubious phrase, 
the ‘weak,’ ending; but what may be better, and much more 
expressively, termed the redundant syllable. That, with careful, 
and rather sparing, use it adds greatly to the beauty of the 
measure, there is no doubt at all: the famous Florizel and Perdita 
scene in The Winter's Tale is but one of many instances. But it 
is so convenient and so easy that it is sure to be abused; and 
abused it was, not, perhaps, by Shakespeare, but certainly by 
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Fletcher. And something worse than mere abuse, destiuction 
of the measure itself, and the substitution of an inveitebiate mass 
of lines that are neither prose nor verse, remained behind. 

But this has nothing to do with Shakespeare, who certainly 
cannot be held responsible for the mishaps of those who would 
walk in his circle without knowing the secrets of his magic. Of 
that magic his manipulation of all verse that he tried—sonnet, 
stanza, couplet, lyric, what not—is, perhaps, the capital example, 
but it reaches its very highest point in regard to blank verse. And, 
after all, it may be wrong to use the word capital even in regard 
to this. For he is the caput throughout, in conception and in 
execution, in character and in story—not an unnatural, full-blown 
marvel, but an instance of genius working itself up, on precedent 
and by experiment, from promise to performance and fiom the 
part to the whole. 
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Biographical 


1564 April 26. Shakespeare baptised. 

1582 November 27. Licence granted for marriage of William Shakespeare 
and Anne Whateley. 28. Bond entered into in reference to marriage 
of William Shakespeare and Anne Hathaway. 

1583 May 26. Susanna Shakespeare baptised. 

1585 February 2. Hamnet and Judith Shakespeare baptised. ^ 

1587 Michaelmas Term. Shakespeare appears in deed concerning Asbies 

mortgage. ,,, , 

1592 Eeferred to (?) by Greene as ‘Shake-scene.’ Apology by Lhettle to 
the person thus referred to at end of this year or beginning of next. 

1593. Venus and Adonis . ni, ■ 4. 

1594. The Rape of Lucrece published. Shakespeare concerned m Lhr^tmas 
entertainments before the queen at Greenudch. The Comedy of Errors 

simultaneously acted on Innocents’day at Grey’s inn. 

1596 August 11. Hamnet Shakespeare buried. Shakespeare s father applies 
for coat of arms (20 October). 

1597 May 4. Shakespeare buys New Place. Eeferences to him thence¬ 
forward by citizens of Stratford. He buys land and more houses. ^ 

1598. Meres mentions certain of Shakespeare’s poems and plays. He acts (.) 
mBenSanmn’B Even Man in His Humour. 

1599. Arms granted. Shakespeare acquires share m Globe theatre. 

1601 September 8. John Shakespeare buried. _ 

1604 March 15. Shakespeare takes part in procession at James 1 s entry 

1605^*Augu^ini Phillips, a brother actor, leaves Shakespeare a thirty¬ 
shilling piece of gold in his will. X TT n 

1607 June 5. Susanna Shakespeare marries John Mall. _ 

1608 September 9. Shakespeare’s mother buried. Soon afterwards, he 
establishes himself at New Place and has more business transactions of 
various kinds. 

1616 Janim^ir^^Shake makes his will, though it is not signed till 

March. rv • 

February 10. Judith Shakespeare marries Thomas Qmiiey. 

April 23. Shakespeare dies, and is buried on the 25th. 

1623. Shakespeare’s widow dies. The first folio is published. 
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II 

Literary 

(The order followed is that oj The Cambridge Shahespeare.) 

The Tempest. ^ Probably subsequent to 1610, certainly acted in May 1613, 
but not printed till first folio. Keferencea to Somers’ shipwreck on the 
Bermudas (1609). Plot partly found in Jacob Ayrer’s Die schone Sidea. 
(This play is assigned to about 1595.) 

The Two Gentlemen of Verona. Early. Story derived from Montemayor’s 
Diana. Not printed till folio. 

The Merry Wives of Windsor. After 1598. Licensed 1601: printed in 
part next year. Plot partly suggested by divers tales, Italian and other. 

Measure for Measure. Produced December 1604 (?). Not printed till folio. 
Story from Cinthio and Whetstone. 

The Comedy of Errors. Eaidy. Acted December 1594. Not printed till folio. 
Adapted from the Menaechmi of Plautus. 

Much Ado About Nothing. After 1598. Printed in 1600. Part of story 
from Bandello and Ariosto. 

Love’s Labours Lost. Early. First printed 1598. No direct source of story 
known. 

A J^hdsummer Night’s Dream. Middle early. Printed 1600. Story com- 
mned from Chaucer, Ovid, Huon of Bordeaux and many other sources. 
Practically original. 

T-he Merchant of Venice. Late eaidy, but before 1598. First printed 
(twice) in 1600. ‘Casket’ and ‘pound of flesh’ stories old medieval; 
frequently rehandled before Shakespeare separately and, perhaps, com¬ 
bined before him. 

.As Vou Like It. About 1600. Not printed till folio. Main story from 
Lodge’s Rosalynde, which throws back to the medieval English tale of 
Gamelyn. 

't^^Lannng of the Shrew. Adapted from an older play printed in 1594. 

A 71 ) ^ itself printed till folio. Partly drawn from Gascoigne’s Supposes. 

Before 1598 (if identical with Love’s LabouVs 
Won). Not printed till folio. Story from Boccaccio through Painter. 

I welfth Night. About 1600. Acted at Middle Temple, February 1601/2. First 
printed in folio. Origin Italian either from play or novel, but perhaps 
‘^^^^tly from Barnabe Rich’s translation of Bandello. 

The Winters Tale. Acted in May 1611. Not printed till folio. Story 
from Greene’s novel of Pandosto {Dorastus and Fawnia). 

King John. Early. Not printed till folio. Directly adapted from earlier 
play on same subject. 

Mchard II. Early. Printed 1597. Matter from Holinshed. 

Men^ IV. Late early. Part I printed 1598. Part II printed 1600. 

rarUy worked up from earlier play The Famous Victories of Henry 
_ but all best things original. 

imperfectly next year. Origin as above. 

, * TaH / was first published in folio and no part is mentioned 

^ 1 II and III in folio had appeared in a different and 

much less elaborate shape under the titles The First Part of the 

f^^^ous Houses of Yorke and Lancaster, 
fnd The 2 rue Tragedie of Richard Duke of Yorke in 1594 and 1595. 
ine source of the matter, as in all EngHsh chronicle plays, is Holinshed; 
out he IS here largely corrected from other authorities. 
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Richard IIT. Completing the series, apparently, hut more original than the 
Henry VI plays, it was published in 1597. Source again llolinshed. 
Henry VIII. Performed in 1613; not printed till folio. 

Troilus and Cressida. Acted and licensed for publication in February 1602/3, 
was not actually printed till January 1608/9. It may have been suggested 
by Chaucer whom it follows in the main lines of the love story; but owes 
much to other forms of the tale of Troy—peidiaps most to Lydgate’s. 
Coriolanus. Appeared at an unknown date (c. 1608/9 is the favourite guess) 
but was never printed till folio. It follows Plutarch very closely—an 
observation w^hich applies to all the Roman plays except 
Titus Ajidronicus; which, one of the earliest, was acted in January 1593/4 
and printed next year. The subject is quite unhistorical and its original 
source is unknowm; it could have had little or nothing to do wdth a previous 
play on ‘ Titus and Yespasian.’ 

Romeo and Juliet.^ which is certainly early, has been put as far back as 
1591; was printed in 1597. Its source was a novel of Bandello’s, already 
Englished by Broke in verse and Painter in prose. 

Tirnon of A thens. Supposed to have been written in 1607, but was not printed 
till folio. A play on the same subject had been produced in 1600 and 
the suggestion of it was taken from Lucian and Plutarch through 

Painter. j . 

Julius Caesar. Perhaps acted in 1601. Not printed till folio and is 

Plutarchian. 

Macbeth. Has been conjecturally put as early as 1605. It was certainly 
acted in 1610: but was not printed till folio. The matter comes from 
Holinshed. ^ 

Hamlet. First acted and entered on the register 1602; first extant edition 
1603; again printed in 1604 and, finally, in folio—the three forms differing 
much. The story came from Sacco Grammaticus through Belleforest, 
and, apparently, had been dramatised in English. [But see Bullen, A. H. 
in The Times, 3. xii. 1913.] _ . , , 

King Lear. Acted on 26 December 1606, wms printed in 1608 and again later, 
before folio. It comes from Holinshed, w'hose story had been (more 
exactly but much worse) dramatised in 1605 by someone else. 

Othello. Acted, apparently, in November 1604 but was not printed till 1622. 

The story comes from Cinthio. ,i . 

Antony and Cleopatra. Licensed for publication, but not published, in 
1608. Lilte Julius Caesar, to which it is a sequel, it did not appear m 
print till folio, and is again Plutarchian. 

Cymbeline. Acted in 1610 or next year, but not printed till tolio. Its 
matter comes partly from Holinshed, partly from Boccaccio. 

Pericles. Though not included in folio, was printed in 1609 and no less than 
five times again before 1635. It was included among bhakespeares 
works thirty years later in the third folio of 1664. The story comes 

from Gower. .-i r» 

Poems. Venus and Adonis, published 1593, is, apparently, Ovidian in origin, 
and Lucrece, published 1594, may be so or may only go back to Chaucer. 
The were referred to by Meres in 1598. Next year, two were 

printed in Jaggard’s Passionate Pilgrim, and all appeared in 1609. 

The Phoenix and The Turtle dates from 1601. 

For editions and for commentaries on Shakespeare, reference must be 
made to the bibhography; but this chapter would be incomplete without 
some reference to the history of his fame in his own country. That his repu¬ 
tation was considerable already in his lifetime is proved by theTeferences of 
Chettle probably, certainly of Unloves, ot The Returne from Pernassus, of 
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Webster, of Heywood and of others. But the two famous passages in verse 
and in prose of Ben Jonson have an importance greater than anything else. 
As was partly seen by Samuel Johnson, whose critical acuteness, w^hen unpre¬ 
judiced, was of the highest order, and who was certainly no Shakespeare 
fanatic, the testimony of these passages disproves most of the common errors 
and should preclude most of the doubts which have at different times existed 
on all the most important Questions relating to the poet. For no man’s work 
was better known than Jonson’s, and, when he died, there were still li\Tng 
numerous men of letters who must have known the facts more or less fully, and 
W'ould pretty certainly not have failed to correct or contradict Ben if there 
had been occasion to do so. In the succeeding generation, the admiration of 
Charles I, of John Hales and of Suckling—men as different as possible and 
yet all representative and all of unusual capacity—takes up the tale. After 
the Restoration, the expressions of a man like Pepys, who had no faculty of 
literary criticism whatever, merely set off those of Dryden, who was the 
best critic of the time; while the fact that Dryden’s admiration is chequered 
itself enhances its value—especially as the unfavourable utterances can be 
easily explained. Almost more remarkable than this is the way in which, at 
the close of the seventeenth century and after the issue of the four folio 
editions, without any known attempt to edit, this attempt was made by a 
series of men of letters sometimes of the very highest literary eminence and 
always of some special ability. But the principal English editors of Shake¬ 
speare, beginning with Rowe, will be discussed in a later chapter (xi), while 
the chapter succeeding it (xii) will be devoted to the consideration of Shake¬ 
speare’s reputation and influence abroad, and especially in France and 
Germany, from the seventeenth century onwards. Nor did the tide which rose 
steadily through the eighteenth century show any signs of ebb at its close. 
On the contraiy, in Germany, with the younger Schlegels and Tieck; in 
England, with Coleridge, Lamb, Hazlitt and many others; in France, all the 
main promoters of the romantic movement with Victor Hugo, later, at their 
head, joined in exalting Shakespeare to a higher position than he had ever 
held and in deliberately reversing the previous estimate of his supposed faults 
and drawbacks. Nor has an entire century arrested the progress of his fame. 

At many times, indeed, there have been gainsayers ; but, in almost every 
case, from Rymer, and, indeed, from Ben Jonson himself in his carping mood 
to the remarkable Breton critic named above, it has been obvious that the 
objections came from theories, sometimes demonstrably erroneous, alvvaye 
resting ultimately upon opinion, and, therefore, no more valid than their 
opposites. And for the last half century or more, in accordance with a 
prevailing tendency of the criticism of the age, attempts have been made to 
question in larger or lesser extent the claim of William Shakespeare of 
Stratford to the personal authorship of the plays called by his name, special 
efforts being used to transfer the credit to Bacom The latest of these 
fantastic suggestions has fixed on Roger Manners, earl of Rutland, ambassador 
to Denmark, and son-in-law of Sir Philip Sidney. To give an account of 
these attempts, and to deal with them adequately, would oblige us to outrun 
our limits altogether. It is sufficient to say that, up to the present time, 
they have not commended themselves to a single pei’son who imites accurate 
knowledge of Elizabethan and other literature with the proved possession of 
an adequate critical faculty. 
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SHAKESPEARE: POEMS 

Intricate as are the complications which have been introduced 
into the study of Shakespeare’s plays by attempts to use them as 
supplements to the missing biography, they are as nothing to those 
which concern the non-dramatic poems, especially the Sonnets. The 
main facts, with which we shall begin, are by no means enigmatical; 
and, save in regard to the small Mnge or appendix of minor pieces— 
A Lover's Complaint, and the rest—there can be no doubt of 
their authenticity, except in the minds of persons who have made 
up their minds that, as Shakespeare cannot possibly have written 
Shakespeare’s works, somebody else must have done so. Some¬ 
thing has been said in the preceding chapter concerning these 
poems, in connection with what is known of the general course of 
Shakespeare’s life, and with the plays; but it seems expedient to 
treat them also, and more fully, by themselves. 

Venus and Adonis, the earliest published, was licensed on 
18 April 1593, and appeared shortly afterwards with a fully signed 
dedication by the author to the earl of Southampton, in which he 
describes the poem as ‘ the first heire of my invention.’ It was 
followed a year later by Lucrece, again dedicated to Southampton. 
Both poems were very popular, and were praised (sometimes with 
the author’s name mentioned) by contemporaries. Four years later, 
again, the invaluable Meres referred, in the famous passage about 
the plays, to their author’s ‘sugared sonnets among his private 
friends’ as well as to Venus and Lucrece] and, a year later still, 
in 1599, Jaggard the printer included two of these sonnets, numbers 
138 and 144, in The Passionate Pilgrim. The whole was not 
published till ten years later, in 1609, by Thomas Thorpe, with 
Shakespeare’s full name, but without any dedication or other sign 
of recognition from him. The circumstances make it quite clear 
that Shakespeare did not wish to undertake any ostentatious 
responsibility for the publication; but it is, perhaps, rather rash 
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to assume that this publication was carried out against his will or 
even without his privity. There is no evidence on either point* 
and the probabilities must be estimated according to each man’s 
standard of the probable. ^Vhat is certain is that he never 
repudiated them. 

Thorpe subjoined to them A Lover’s Complaint, about which 
we know nothing more. But, in The Passionate Pilgrim, Jaggard 
had not merely included the two sonnets referred to, but had 
assigned the whole of the poems, of which three others were 
actually taken from Lov^s Labour’s Lost, to ‘W. Shakespeare.’ 
Others had already appeared under the names of Marlowe, Ralegh, 
Barnfield, Griffin and others. Nine have no further identification! 
It appears that, in this instance, Shakespeare did protest; at any 
rate, the dramatist Thomas Heywood, from whom Jaggard, in 
a later edition, Gifted’ two more poems to add40 the original 
tAventy, says that Shakespeare was ‘much offended’—a little piece 
of evidence of a wide ranging effect, both positive and negative, 
which, perhaps, has never been quite fully appreciated. 

Some of the adespota are quite Avorthy of Shakespeare; and 
his ‘offence’ Avould, of course, be quite sufficiently explained by 
the imputation to him of plagiarism from such men as the livino* 
Ralegh, and the dead Marlowe. Lastly, there exists a rather 
obscure, very curious and, in parts, extremely beautiful, poem 
called The Phoenix and the Turtle, Avhich, in 1601 , was added to 
Robert Chester’s Love’s Martyr, as a contribution by Shakespeare: 
Jonson, Chapman, ‘ Ignoto ’ and others contributing likewise. This 
Avas reprinted ten years later, and we hear of no protests on 
the part of any of the supposed contributors, though, whatever 
Shakespeare might be, neither Jonson nor Chapman could be 
described as ‘gentle or likely to take a liberty gently. We 
may take it, then, that, as regards the two classical pieces, the 
Sonnets, A Lover’s Complaint and The Phoenix and the Turtle, 
we have at least the ordinary amount of testimony to genuine! 
ness, and, in the case of the first three, rather more than this; 
while some of The Passionate Pilgrim pieces are certainly genuine, 
and more may be. Sonnets to Sundry Notes of Music, it should! 
perhaps, be mentioned, though they often are separately entered 
in the contents of editions, merely form a diAusion, Avith sub-title, 

ot The Passionate Pilgrim. 

There is nothing, therefore, so far, in what may be called the 
external and bibliographical history of the Avork, which justifies 
any special diversion from the study of it as literature. But, 
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to assume that this publication was carried out against his will or 
even without his privity. There is no evidence on either point; 
and the probabilities must be estimated according to each man’s 
standard of the probable. What is certain is that he never 
repudiated them. 

Thorpe subjoined to them A Lover's Complaint, about which 
we know nothing more. But, in The Passionate Pilgrim, Jaggard 
had not merely included the two sonnets referred to, but had 
assigned the whole of the poems, of which three others were 
actually taken from Love's Labour's Lost, to ‘W. Shakespeare.’ 
Others had already appeared under the names of Marlowe, Ralegh, 
Barnfield, Griffin and others. Nine have no further identification. 
It appears that, in this instance, Shakespeare did protest; at any 
rate, the dramatist Thomas Heywood, from whom Jaggard, in 
a later edition, ‘lifted’ two more poems to add40 the original 
twenty, says that Shakespeare was ‘ much offended ’—a little piece 
of evidence of a wide ranging effect, both positive and negative, 
which, perhaps, has never been quite fully appreciated. 

Some of the adespota are quite worthy of Shakespeare; and 
his ‘offence’ would, of course, be quite sufficiently explained by 
the imputation to him of plagiarism from such men as the living 
Ralegh, and the dead Marlowe. Lastly, there exists a rather 
obscure, very curious and, in parts, extremely beautiful, poem 
called The Phoenix and the Turtle, which, in 1601 , was added to 
Robert Chester’s Love's Martyr, as a contribution by Shakespeare: 
Jonson, Chapman, ‘Ignoto’ and others contributing likewise. This 
was reprinted ten years later, and we hear of no protests on 
the part of any of the supposed contributors, though, whatever 
Shakespeare might be, neither Jonson nor Chapman could be 
described as ‘gentle’ or likely to take a liberty gently. We 
may take it, then, that, as regards the two classical pieces, the 
Sonnets, A Lover’s Complamt oxidi The Phoenix and the Turtle, 
we have at least the ordinary amount of testimony to genuine¬ 
ness, and, in the case of the first three, rather more than this; 
while some of The Passionate Pilgrim pieces are certainly genuine, 
and more may be. Sonnets to Sundry Notes of Music, it should, 
perhaps, be mentioned, though they often are separately entered 
in the contents of editions, merely form a division, with sub-title, 
of The Passionate Pilgrim. 

There is nothing, therefore, so far, in what may be called the 
external and bibliographical history of the work, which justifies 
any special diversion from the study of it as literature. But, 
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beyond all question, there is perilous stuff of temptation away 
from such study in the matter of the Sonnets. And, unfortunately, 
Thomas Thorpe stuck a burning fuse in the live shell of this matter 
by prefixing some couple of dozen words of dedication: ‘To the 
only begetter of these ensuing sonnets Mr W, H. all happiness 
and that eternity promised by our ever-living poet wisheth the 
well-wishing adventurer in setting forth T. T.’ It would be rash 
to guess, and impossible to calculate, how many million words of 
comment these simple nouns and verbs have called forth. The 
present writer has never seen any reason to abandon what has 
been, on the whole, the view most generally accepted by those 
who have some knowledge of Elizabethan literature and language, 
that this may be translated ‘ T. T., publisher of these sonnets, wishes 
to the sole inspirer of them, Mr W. H., the happiness and eternity 
promised by Shakespeare.’ Moreover, though feeling no particular 
curiosity about the identification of ‘ Mr W. H.,’ he has never seen 
any argument fatal to that identification with William Herbert, 
earl of Pembroke, which has also been usual. He admits, however, 
the possibility that ‘ W. H.’ may be designedly inverted for ‘ H. W., 
and that this may be Henry Wriothesly, earl of Southampton, 
which would bring the three great poem units into line. Hor, 
without attempting an impossible summary of theories and argu¬ 
ments on this head, must we omit to mention that there is one, 
commanding the support of Sidney Lee, to the effect that ‘Mr 
W. H.”s ‘begetting’ had nothing whatever to do with the inspira¬ 
tion of the Sonnets', and that he himself was merely a sort of 
partner in their commercial production. And so, having solidly 
based the account of the poems on known facts and known facts 
only, let us pursue it in reference to their actual contents and 
literary character. 

The author could hardly have chosen a happier sub-title for 
Venus and A donis than ‘ first heire of [his] invention.' It is exactly 
what a child of youth should be, in merit and defect alike; though, 
as is always the case with the state of youth when it is gracious, 
the merits require no allowance, and the defects are amply pro¬ 
vided with excuse. In general class and form, it belongs to a very 
large group of Elizabethan poetry, in which the combined influence 
of the classics, of Italian and, to a less degree, of recent French, 
literature are evident. For the particular vehicle, Shakespeare 
chose the sixain of decasyllabic lines riming afea&cc which had 
been used by Spenser for the opening poem of The Sheplieards 
Calender. This, like its congeners the rime royal and (in its 
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commonest form) the octave, admits of that couplet, or ‘gemell’ 
at the end which, as we know directly from Drayton and indirectly 
from the subsequent history of English prosody, was exercising an 
increasing fascination on poets. It is, perhaps, the least effective 
of the three, and it certainly lends itself least of all to the telling 
of a continuous story. But Shakespeare’s object was less to tell a 
story than to draw a series of beautiful and voluptuous pictures in 
mellifluous, if slightly ‘conceited,’ verse; and, for this, the stanza 
w^as well enough suited. As for the voluptuousness, it stands in 
need of very little comment either in the way of blame or in the 
way of excuse. The subject suggested it; the time permitted if it 
did not positively demand it; and there is evidence that it was not 
unlikely to give content to the reader to whom it was dedicated 
If it were worth while it would be easy to show, by comparison of 
treatments of similar situations, that Shakespeare has displayed 
his peculiar power of ‘disinfecting’ themes of this kind even thus 
early. ‘He who takes it makes it’ is nowhere truer than of such 
offence as there may be in Venus and Adonis. 

Its beauties, on the other hand, are intrinsic and extraordinary. 
Much good verse—after the appearance of ‘the new poet’ (Spenser) 
thirteen, and that of his masterpiece three, years earlier—was being 
written in this last decade of the sixteenth century. As was 
pointed out in the summary of prosody from Chaucer to Spenser^ 
the conditions of rhythm, in accordance with the current pronun- 
mation of EiigHsh, had been at length thoroughly mastered. But 
m Spenser hmself, there are few things superior—in Drayton and 

Daniel and Sidney there are few things equal—at this time, to 
such lines as 


or as 


Ten kisses short as one, one long as twenty, 


Leading him prisoner in a red-rose chain, 

“rm P<>iD<=ed upon by musicians, 

dme iscourse, and Lo I here the gentle lark,'with many others. 

To p^^from mere melody of line and passage to colour and form of 

and the like: the pictures of the hare 
and of the horse and of the boar, the final debate of the pair before 

whatmavbrcaP ques^-these are all 

niecL oTth! uaUedmasterpreeea of the novitiate, promising master¬ 
pieces of the mastership very soon. If some are slightly borrowed 
that IS no hmg It is nsuaj in their kind; and the bLoXlTs 
most lost m the use made of what is borrowed. Naturally, this 
^ See vol.m, chap. xin. 
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use does not, as yet, include much novelty of condition, either io 
point of character, or of what the Greeks called cliawozo—general 
cast of sentiment and thought. It is a stock theme, dressed up 
with a delightful and largely novel variety of verse and phrase, of 
description and dialogue. But it is more charmingly done than 
any poet of the time, except Spenser himself, could have done it; 
and there is a certain vividness—a presence of flesh and blood 
and an absence of shadow and dream—which hardly the strongest 
partisans of Spenser, if they are wise as well as strong, would 
choose, or would in fact wish, to predicate of him. 

It has been usual to recognise a certain advance in Lucrece ; 
which was thus entitled at its publication, though it had been 
licensed as The Ravishment of Lucrece and has, later, been 
generally called The Rape of Lucrece. The reasons for this 
estimate are clear enough. There is the natural presumption that, 
in the case of so great a genius, there will be an advance; and there 
is the character, and, to some extent, the treatment, of the subject. 
This latter still busies itself with things ‘ inconvenient,' but in the 
pm-ely grave and tragic manner, the opportunities for voluptuous 
expatiation being very slightly taken, if not deliberately refused. 
The theme, as before, is a stock theme; but it is treated at greater 
length, and yet with much less merely added embroidery of descrip¬ 
tion and narrative, which, at best, are accidentally connected with 
the subject. There is little pure ornament in Lucrece and a great 
deal of the much desiderated and applauded ‘high seriousness,’ 

‘ thoughtfulness ’ and the like. Moreover, to suit his more serious 
subject, Shakespeare has made choice of a more serious and 
ambitious vehicle—the great rime royal, which had long been the 
staple form of English poetry for serious purposes. The special 
qualities of tliis stanza, as it happens, are especially suited to such 
a theme as that oi Lucrece \ for, while it can do many things, 
its character of plangency—^not for monotonous wailing but for the 
varied expression of sorrow and passion—^had been magnificently 
shown by Chaucer and by Sackville. Nor is Shakespeare unequal to 
the occasion. The first two stanzas weave the more complicated 
harmony of rhythm and rime in which the septet has the advantage 
over the sixain to excellent effect; and there are fine examples 
later. The length of the piece —1854 lines—is neither excessive 
nor insufficient; the chief, if not the only, episode (Lucrece’s sad 
contemplation of the painted tale of Troy) is not irrelevant, and is 
done almost as vigorously as the best things in VentLS and Adonis. 
And, if the unbroken sadness of the piece, which is not disguised 
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even ill the overture, is oppressive, it can hardly be said to be 
unduly oppressive. 

On the whole, however, while allowing to it an ample success of 
esteem, it is difficult to put it, as evidence of genius and as a 
source of delight, even on a level with Venus and Adonis, much more 
to set it above that poem. It is a better school exercise, but it is 
much more of a school exercise, much more like the poems which 
were being produced by dozens in the hotbed of late Elizabethan 
poetic culture. Though it is half as long again, it contains far fewer 
single lines or line batches of intense and consummate beauty than 
the Venus. Though there is more thought in it, there is less imagery, 
and even less imagination; the prosodic capacities (higher as they 
have been granted to be) of line and stanza are less often brought 
out; the greater equality of merit is attained by lowering the 
heights as well as by filling up the depths. Wliat is specially 
remarkable, in the work of the greatest character monger and 
character master of all time, Lucrece is still very little of a 
person rather less (one feels inclined to say) than either the 
lovesick goddess or her froward lover. She is a pathetic and 
beautiful type; she does and says nothing that is inappropriate 
to her hapless situation and much that is exquisitely appropriate; 
but she is not individualised. In short, the whole thing has rather 
the character of a verse theme, carefully and almost consummately 
woiked out according to rule and specification by a very clever 
scholar, than that of the spontaneous essay of a genius as yet 
unformed. From Venus and Adonis alone, a cautious but well 
instructed critic might have expected either its actual later sequel 
of immensely improved work or, perhaps, though less probably, 
nothing more worth having. From I/ucrece, the legitimate critical 
expectation would be, at best, a poet something like Drayton, 
but, perhaps, a little better, a poet whose work would be mai’ked 
by power sometimes reaching almost fuU adequacy and competence, 
but rarely transcending, a poet somewhat deficient in personal 
intensity himself and still more in the power of communicating it 
to his characters and compositions. 

Almost everyone who has any interest in literature is more or 
less acquainted with the interminable theories and disputes which 
have arisen on the subject of the Sonnets. Yet it should not be 
very difficult for anyone who has some intelligence to divest him¬ 
self sufficiently of this acquaintance to enable him to read them 
as if they were a new book—uncommeiited, unintroduced, with 
nothing but its own contents to throw light or darkness upon ip, 
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If they are thus read, in the original order (for long after Shake¬ 
speare’s death this order, purposely or not, was changed, though 
modern editions usuaUy, and rightly, disregard this change), certain 
things will strike the careful reader at once. The first is that, by 
accident or design, the pieces composing the series are sharply, but 
very unequally, divided in subject, design being, on further inspec¬ 
tion, pretty clearly indicated by the fact that the dividing point, 
sonnet 126, is not a sonnet at all, but a douzain. In this reading^ 
it will, also, have become clear that the direct and expressed 
object of most of the first and far larger batch is a man, and 
that those of this batch which do not specify person or sex fall 
in with the others well enough ; while the main object of the last 
and smaller batch is a woman. The first score or so of the earlier 
group, though containing expressions of passionate affection, are 
mainly, if not wholly, occupied with urging the person addressed 
to marry. Both batches contain repeated complaint—though it is 
not always exactly complaint—that the friend has betrayed the 
poet with the mistress and the mistress with the Mend. (It is, 
however, perhaps possible to argue that the identity of friend 
and mistress in the two batches is not proved to demonstration.) 
A large portion of the whole—perhaps nearly a third—is full of that 
half abstract, and almost impersonal, meditation on the joys and 
sorrows of love which is the special matter of the sonnet. One or 
two special and particular points, however, emerge—such as the indi¬ 
cation of jealousy of other poets in respect of the friend, expressions 
of dissatisfaction with the writer’s ‘ public means ’ of living or pro¬ 
fession (which, most probably, is the actor’s, but, it must be observed, 
far from necessarily so), and, in regard to the mistress, special, and 
repeated, insistence on the fact of her being a ‘dark lady’ with black 
eyes and hair. There is a good deal of wordplay on the name ‘ Will,’ 
which, of course, it would be absurd to overlook, but which had 
rather less significance in those days than it would have now. 

All these things are quite unmistakable. That the friend was 
a ‘ person of quality ’ is generally admitted, and need not be much 
cavilled at, though it must be observed that the words ‘ so fair a 
house,’ in sonnet 13, do not necessarily bear the meaning of 
‘family.’ But everything beyond is matter of doubt and question; 
while the very points just enumerated, though unmistakable in 
themselves, suggest doubt and question, to those who choose to 
entertain them, almost ad injinitum. Who was the Mend ? Pem¬ 
broke, Southampton, or another? Who was the lady? Mistress 
Mary Fitton (who seems to have been a love of Pembroke, but 



230 


Shakespeare: Poems 

who, they say, was fair, not dark) or somebody else ? Who was the 
rival poet ? When the list of uncertain certainties is overstepped, 
and men begin to construct out of the Sonnets a history of the 
course of untrue love in both cases, and endeavour to extend this 
history into something like a cipher chronicle of a great part of 
Shakespeare’s life, we have, obviously, passed into cloudland. 
There is no limit to the interpretations possible to a tolerably 
lively fancy; and the limitless becomes more infinitely unlimited 
in respect to the criticisms and countercriticisms of these inter¬ 
pretations themselves. 

On the other hand, it is possible to lay rather too much stress 
on the possibility of there being no interpretation at all or very 
little, of the Sonnets being merely, or mainly, literary exercises. 
It is, of course, perfectly true that the form, at this time, was an 
extremely fashionable exercise; and, no doubt, in some cases, a 
fashionable exercise merely. It is further true that, great as are 
the poetical merits and capacities of the sonnet, historically it has 
been, and from its nature was almost fated to be, more the prey of 
‘common form’ than almost any other variety of poetic composi¬ 
tion. The overpowering authority of Petrarch started this common 
form; and his Italian and French successors, enlarging it to a 
certain extent, stereotyped and conventionalised it even still more. 
It is perfectly possible to show, and has been well shown by Sidney 
Lee, that a great number, perhaps the majority, of sonnet phrases, 
sonnet thoughts, sonnet ornaments, are simply coin of the sonnet 
realm, which has passed from hand to hand through Italian, French 
and English, and circulates in the actual Elizabethan sonnet like 
actual coin in the body politic or like blood in the body physical. 
All this is true. But it must be remembered that all poetry deals 
more or less in this common form, this common coin, this circu¬ 
lating fluid of idea and image and phrase, and that it is the very 
ethos, nay, the very essence, of the poet to make the common as if 
itw^ere not common. That Shakespeare does so here again and 
again, in whole sonnets, in passages, in lines, in separate phrases, 
there is a tolerable agreement of the competent. But we may, 
without rashness, go a little further even than this. That Shake¬ 
speare had, as, perhaps, no other man has had, the dramatic faculty, 
the faculty of projecting from himself things and persons which were 
pot himself, will certainly not be denied here. But whether he could 
create and keep up such a presentation of apparently authentic and 
personal passion as exhibits itself in these Sonnets is a much more 
difiicult question to answer in the affirmative. The present writer 
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is inclined to echo seriously a light remark of one of Thackeray’s 
characters on a different matter: ‘Don’t think he could do it. 
Don’t think anyone could do it’ 

At the same time, it is of the first importance to recognise 
that the very intensity of feeling, combined, as it was, with the 
most energetic dramatic quality, would, almost certainly, induce 
complicated disguise and mystification in the details of the pre¬ 
sentment. It was once said, and by no mere idle paradoxer, that 
the best argument for the identity of the dark lady and Mary Fitton 
was that Mistress Fitton, apparently, was a blonde. In other words, 
to attempt to manufacture a biography of Shakespeare out of 
the Sonnets is to attempt to follow a will-o’-the-wisp. It is even 
extremely probable that a number, and perhaps a large number, 
of them do not correspond to any immediate personal occasion 
at all, or only owe a remote (and literally occasional) impulse 
thereto. The strong aflfection for the friend; the unbounded, 
though not uncritical, passion for the lady; and the establishment 
of a rather unholy ‘triangle’ by a cross passion between these two— 
these are things which, without being capable of being affirmed as 
resting on demonstration, have a joint literary and psychological 
probability of the strongest kind. All things beyond, and all the 
incidents between, which may have started or suggested individual 
sonnets, are utterly uncertain. Browning was absolutely justified 
when he laid it down that, if Shakespeare unlocked his heart in 
the Sonnets, ‘ the less Shakespeare he.’ That the Sonnets testify 
to a need of partial unlocking, that they serve as ‘ waste ’ or over¬ 
flow, in more or less disguised fashion, to something that was not 
unlocked, but which, if kept utterly confined, would have been 
mortal, may be urged without much fear of refutation. We 
see the heart (if we see it at all) through many thicknesses of 
cunningly coloured glass. But the potency and the variety of its 
operation are, however indistinctly, conveyed; and we can under¬ 
stand all the better how, when the power was turned into other, 
and freer, channels, it set the plays a-working. 

To pass to more solid ground, the Sonnets have some me¬ 
chanical, and many more not mechanical, peculiarities. The chief 
of the first class is a device of constantly, though not invariably, 
beginning with a strong caesura at the fourth syllable, and a 
tendency, though the sonnet is built up of quatrains alternately 
rimed with final couplet, to put a stiU stronger stop at the end of 
the second line (where, as yet, is no rime), and at each second line 
of these non-completed couplets throughout. The piece is thus 
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elaborately built up or accumulated, not, as sonnets on the octave 
and sestet system often are, more or less continuously wrought in 
each of their two divisions or even throughout. This arrangement 
falls in excellently with the intensely meditative character of the 
Sonnets. The poet seems to be exploring; feeling his way in the 
conflict of passion and meditation. As fresh emotions and medita¬ 
tions present themselves, he pauses over them, sometimes entertain¬ 
ing them only to reject them or to qualify them later; sometimes 
taking them completely to himself. Even in the most artificial, 
such as sonnet 66, where almost the whole is composed of succes¬ 
sive images of the wrong way of the world, each comprised in a 
line and each beginning with ‘and,’ this accumulative character 
is noticeable; and it constitutes the strongest appeal of the 
greatest examples. While, at the same time, he avails himself 
to the full of the opportunity given by the English form for a 
sudden ‘turn’-—antithetic, it may be, or, it may be, rapidly sum¬ 
marising in the final couplet. Of course, these mechanical or 
semi-mechanical peculiarities are not universal. He varies them 
with the same infinite ingenuity which is shown in his blank verse; 
so that, as for instance in the beautiful sonnet 71, the first two 
quatrains are each indissoluble, woven in one piece from the first 
syllable to the last. But the general characteristics have been 
correctly enough indicated in what has been said above. 

Still, the attraction of the Sonnets, almost more than that of 
any other poetry, consists in the perpetual subduing of everything 
in them—verse, thought, diction—to the requirements of absolutely 
perfect poetic expression. From the completest successes in which, 
from beginning to end, there is no weak point, such as 


or 


When to the sessions of sweet silent thoug'ht. 
Let me not to the marriage of true mimlHj 


through those which carry the perfection only part of the way, 
such as 


When in the chronicle of wasted time, 

down to the separate batches of lines and clauses which appear in 
all but a very few, the peculiar infusing and transforming power 
of this poetical expression is shown after a fashion which it has 
proved impossible to outvie. The precise subject (or, perhaps, 
it would be more correct to say the precise object) of the verse 
disappears. It ceases to be a matter of the slightest interest 
whether it was Mr W. H. or Mistress M. F. or anybody or nobody 
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at all, so that we have only an abstraction which the poet chooses 
to regard as concrete. The best motto for the Sonnets would be 
one taken from not the least profound passage of the Faradiso of 
Dante 

Qui si rimira nelP arte clp adorna 
Con tanto affetto. 

And this admiration of the art of beautiful expression not only 
dispenses the reader from all the tedious, and probably vain, 
enquiries into particulars which have been glanced at, but positively 
makes him disinclined to pursue them. 

The lesser poems, if only because of their doubtfulness, may be 
dealt with more shortly. A Lover’s Complaint, by whomsoever 
written, must have been an early poem, but shows good powers in 
its writer. The rime royal, of w'hich it is composed, is of the same 
general type as that of Lucrece, but has a few lines superior to any 
in the larger and more certain poem, such as the well known last 

And new pervert a reconciled maid, 

or the fine, and quite Shakespearean, second line in 

0 father! what a hell of witchcraft lies 
In the small orb of one particular tear! 

The jilted and betrayed damsel who is the heroine and spokes¬ 
woman has sparks of personal character. Of The Passionate 
Pilgrim pieces, not already known as Shakespeare’s, or assigned 
to others, the two Venus and Adonis sonnets might be either 
suggested by the authentic poem to someone else or alternative 
studies for a dijGferent treatment of it by Shakespeare himself; 
and it is hardly possible to say of any of the rest that it cannot 
be, or that it must be, his. There are flashes of beauty in most of 
them; but, considering the way in which such flashes of beauty are 
shot and showered over and through the poetry of 1690—1610, 
this goes but a little way, or, rather, no way at all, towards identifi¬ 
cation. As for The Phoenix m'ld the Turtle, the extreme meta- 
physicality of parts of it— 

; Pi’operty was thus appalled 
That the self was not the same; etc.— 

is by no means inconceivable in the Shakespeare of Love’s Labour’s 
Lost said of some of the Sonnets. The opening lines, and some of 
those that follow, are exceedingly beautiful, and the contrast of 
melody between the different metres of the body of the poem and 
the concluding threnos is ‘noble and moat artful.' 


E. L. V 


16 
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Iiiasmiicb, moreover, as some of these minor and doubtful pieces 
draw very close to the songs in the plays, and actually figure in their 
company under the thievish wand of Hermes-Jaggard, it cannot be 
very improper to take them slightly into account, with the songs and 
certainly assigned poems, as basis for a short connected survey of 
Shakespeare’s poetical characteristics in non-dramatic verse. One 
of these, which is extremely remarkable, and which has been also 
noted in his dramatic verse, is the uniform metrical mastery. This 
when you come to compare the two classical narratives, the Sonnets 
and the songs with their possible companions among the doubtful 
minors, is extraordinary. Neither Chaucer nor Spenser was good 
at light lyrical measures, admirable and beyond admiration as both 
were in regard to non-lyrical verse, and accomplished, as was at 
least Spenser, in the more elaborate and slowly moving lyric. In 
fact, it may almost be said that neither tried them. Shakespeare 
tries them with perfect success; while his management of the 
sixain and septet is more than adequate, and his management of 
the English form of sonnet absolutely consummate. This lesser 
exhibition (as some would call it) of his universality—this univer¬ 
sality in form—is surely well worth noting; as is, once more, the 
unusually lyrical character of some of his stanza work itself,' and 
the likeness to his blank verse lines of not a few things both in 
stanza and in sonnet. This polymetric character has since become 
more and more common because poets have had examples of it 
before them. But it is first strongly noteworthy in Shakespeare. 

Of the matter that he put into these forms, perhaps the first 
thing that ought to be remarked is that most of it certainly, and 
nearly all of it (except the later play songs) probably, dates from 
a very early period in his literary life; and the second, that the 
range of direct subject is not large. From this, enough having been 
said of the other productions, we may pass to the third observa¬ 
tion : that in the Sonnets the absolute high water mark of poetry is 
touc^d, at least for those who believe with Patrizzi, and Hazlitt, 
and Hugo, that poetry does not so much consist in the selection of 
subject as in the pecuHar fashion of handling the subject chosen. 
Hhat their exact meaning may be is one question, with, as has 
been shown m practice, a thousand branches to it It is a ‘ weary 
river, and, probably, there is no place where that river ‘comes safe 
to sea ^at all. ^ Whether or not we wish, with Hallam, that they had 
never been written must be a result of the personal equation. But 
that, in the Longinian sense of the Sublime, they ‘transport’ in their 
finest passages as no other poetry does except the very greatest, 
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and as not so very much other poetry does at all, may be said to be 
settled. If anyone is not transported by these passages, it is not 
impertinent to say that he must be like Hhe heavier domestic 
fowls’ of Dr Johnson’s ingenious and effective circumlocution— 
rather difficult to raise by external effort and ill furnished with 
auxiliary apparatus for the purpose. 

The poems other than the Sonnets are either tentative essays 
or occasional ‘ graciousnesses ’ for a special purpose; the Sonnets 
themselves have such an intensity of central fire that no human 
nature, not even Shakespeare’s, could keep it burning, and sur¬ 
round it with an envelope able to resist and yet to transmit the 
heat, for very long. Fortunately, experiment and faculty both 
found another range of exercise which was practically unlimited; 
fortunately, also, they did not find it without leaving us record 
of their prowess in this. 


CHAPTEE X 


PLAYS OP UNCERTAIN AUTHORSHIP ATTRIBUTED, 
TO SHAKESPEARE 

The foundations of the Shakespearean apocrypha were laid 
while the dramatist was still alive, when a number of plays, in the 
composition of most of which he could have had no hand, were 
entered upon the Stationers’ register as his, or were published 
with his name or initials on the title-page. Against the laying of 
these foundations Shakespeare, so far as we know, raised no protest. 
In any case, it is upon them that the ascriptions of publishers and 
others in the generation that followed his death, and the theories 
advanced by students of the Elizabethan drama during the last two 
centuries, have built up a superstructure so massive that the total 
of the plays of more or less uncertain authorship attributed to 
Shakespeare already equals in quantity that of the accepted canon. 

Disregarding those plays—six in all—which were claimed by 
their publishers as Shakespeare’s, but which have since been lost, 
we may attempt the following classification. First, plays which 
were published during Shakespeare’s lifetime with his name, or 
initials, upon the title-page: Locrine (published in 1595); The 
first part of the... life of Sir John Oldcastle (1600); The whole 
life and death of Thomas Lord Cromwell (1602) ; The London 
Frodigall (1605); The Puritane (1607); A Yorkshire Tragedy 
(1608); Pericles {IQOd). Two of these plays do not concern us here: 
Sir John Oldeastle, part /, has been assigned, on the evidence of 
an entry in Henslowe’s diary, to the joint authorship of Munday, 
Drayton, Wilson and Hathwaye; and certain parts of Pericles have 
been almost universally recognised as the work of Shakespeare. 

A second class comprises three plays which were published after 
Shakespeare s death with his name, as sole or joint author, upon the 
title-page: The Troublesome Raigne of John, King of England 
(published as Shakespeare’s in 1622, after having been issued anony¬ 
mously in 1591); The Two Noble Kinsmen (published as the work 
of Fletcher and Shakespeare in 1634); and The Birth of Merlin 
(‘written by William Shakespear and William Rowley,’ 1662). 
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Again, tliree i3lays have been attributed to him on the very 
slender evidence that they were discovered bound up together in 
a volume in Charles II s library, labelled ‘ Shakespeare, vol. 1 / 
These are Muccdoi'iis (first published, anonymously, in 1598); The 
Merry Devill of Edmonton (1608); and Faire Em (1631)\ None 
of these was included in the third folio edition of Shakespeare’s 
works, which appeared in 1604, and which added to the thirty-six 
plays of the first folio the seven plays first mentioned above. 

The last class of plays of uncertain authorship attributed to 
Shakespeare will comprise those which have been assigned to him 
since the beginning of the eighteenth century on the basis of internal 
evidence. The number of plays which could be brought under this 
heading is very large, but only three of them—Edward III, 
Arden of Feversham and Sir Thomas ifore—can be included here. 
Two other pla 5 ^s— First Part of the Contention and The True 
Ti agedie of Richard, Euite of Yorhe —^also fall into this division; 
but these, like The Troublesome Raigm of John, King of England 
mentioned above, have been treated in a preceding chapter 2 . 

In considering the (Question of Shakespeare’s share in any of 
the above plays, it is unfortunate that our main evidence has 
to be sought in the plays themselves. The appearance of his 
name on the Stationers register, or on the title-page of a play, 
is of interest as showing the extent of his popularity with the 
reading public of his time, but is no evidence whatever that the 
play is his. On the other hand, it is uncritical to reject a play 
as Shakespeare’s solely because it does not find a place in the 
first folio of 1623. Valuable as that edition is as a standard of 
authenticity, it does not include Pericles, portions of which are 
almost unanimously claimed for Shakespeare, while it includes 
The First Part of Henry VI, portions of which are just as 
unanimously believed not to be his. There remains, therefore, 
the evidence furnished by the plays themselves—evidence which, 
for the most part, consists in the resemblances which these plays 
bear, in respect of diction and metre, characterisation and plot 
construction, to the accepted works of Shakespeare. Such evidence, 
confessedly, is unsatisfactory and leaves the whole question under 
the undisputed sway of that fickle jade, Opinion. 

But the question of Shakespearean authorship is not the only 
point of interest presented by the doubtful plays. So varied in 

^ There is an undated quarto edition of Faire 'which C. F. Tucker Brooke 
considers older than that of 1631 *by perhaps a generation or more' {Shaketpeare 
Apocrypna, -p. xxxnii). ® Chap. vii. 
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character are the works which go to form the Shakespearean 
apocrypha, that they may fairly be said to furnish us with an 
epitome of the Elizabethan drama during the period of its 
greatest achievement. Almost every class of play is here repre¬ 
sented, and one class—that of domestic tragedy—finds, in Arden 
of Feversliam and in A YorJcshire Tragedy, two of its most 
illustrious examples. The Seuecan tragedy of vengeance is repre¬ 
sented by Locrine; the history or chronicle play by Edward TTT 
The First Part of the Contention, The True Tragedy, The 
Troullesome Uaigne of John, King of England, Sir Thomas More 
and Cromwell, and, less precisely, by The Birth of Merlin and 
Faire Em. The romantic comedy of the period is illustrated by 
Mucedorus, The Merry Devill and The Two Nohle Kinsmen, 
while The London Prodigall and The Puritane are types of that 
realistic bourgeois comedy which, in Stewart days, won a firm hold 
upon the affections of the play-going community. 

Of the apocryphal tragedies, the earliest in date of composition 
was, probably, Locrine, which, when published by Thomas Creede, 
in 1595, was described as ‘newly set foorth, oyerseene and corrected. 
By W. S.’ The initials, probably, were intended to conyey the 
impiession of Shakespearean authorship, but nowhere in the five 
acts is there the faintest trace of Shakespeare’s manner. The 
words ‘newly set foorth, overseene and corrected’ indicate that 
Locrine was an old play revised in 1595; and in the number of 
revised passages must be included the reference in the epilogue to 
queen Elizabeth as ^ 


that renowned maid 

lhat eight and thirty years the sceptre swayed. 


A feature of the play, pointed out by Crawford^ and by KoeppeP, 
and discussed in an earlier chapter, is that some of its verses 
reappear almost unchanged in Selimus (1594), and, also, that both 
of these plays have imported a number of verses from Spenser’s 
Ruines of Rome, pubHshed in 1591. But, if Locrine, as verse, 
diction and plot construction lead us to suppose, was written 
before 1590, it is probable that the lines borrowed from Spenser 
do not belong to the original edition, but only to the revised 
version of 1595. 


The play, while yielding to popular taste in respect of stage 
action, neglect of the unities and the mingling of kings and 

» Notes and Queries, 1901, Nos. 161, 163, 165, 168, 171, 174, 177. 

2 Locrine und Selimus,’ Shakespeare Jahrbuch, vol. xli, pp. 193—200. Aa to the 

relations between Locrine and fi'dimM*, see ante, chap, IV. 
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clo^'ms, iSj 111 its niciiii outlincsj & Scnccctn rovcngG trEgcdy j £iud, in 
its adaptation of a theme drawn from early British history to the 
Seiiecan manner, it is the direct successor of Gorhoduc and The 
Misfortunes of Arthur. The story of Locrine, which is also told 
by Lodge in his Com'pldint of Elstred and by Spenser in his 
Faerie Queene^ was found by the playwright in Geoffrey of 
Monmouth’s Historia Britonum and the Chronicles of Holinshed. 
Weak in characterisation, and somewhat loose and episodic in 
plot construction, the play, however, is by no means the ca]put 
mortuum which Lamb declared it to be. It is full of youthful 
vigour, and, amid much turgid declamation and a too ready in¬ 
dulgence in Senecan horrors, contains passages of splendid rhetoric. 
Sabren’s lament to the mountain nymphs, the ‘ Dryades and light- 
foot Satyri,’ and the 

gracious fairies which at evening tide 
Your closets leave, with heavenly beauty stored 2 , 

is a noble anticipation of Comus, and Locrine’s farewell to Estiild 
in the same scene— 

Farewell, fair Estrild, beauty’s paragon, 

Fram’d in the front of forlorn miseries; 

Ne’er shall mine eyes behold thy sunshine eyes. 

But when we meet in the Elysian fields— 

advances with the pomp and rhythmic splendour of a legionary 
march. The comic scenes, too, are full of vitality, and there are 
elements in the character of Strumbo the clown that foretell both 
Don Armado and Falstaff. 

At different times, the play has been ascribed to Marlowe, 
Greene and Peele respectively, and, of late, opinion has veered 
strongly in the direction of Peele. But, while there are certain 
resemblances of style to The Battell of Alcazar —if, indeed, that 
anonymous play be Peele’s—there are still more striking re¬ 
semblances to the tragedies of Kyd, past master of that type of 
Senecan revenge tragedy to which Locrine very closely approaches. 
A comparative study of Locrine and The Spanish Tragedie 
brings so many points of resemblance to light as to make it seem 
probable that they are the works of the same author; and, in 
support of this view, it may be noticed, incidentally, that the 
two plays are coupled together in the ridicule which Jonson 
metes out to Kyd m Poetaster^ Locrine resembles The Spanish 
Tragedie m the introduction of the goddess of Eevenge, before 
each act, in the notable use which is made of the Senecan 
^ Book II, canto 10, stanzas 13—19. ® Act v, sc. 4. * Act iii, sc. 1. 
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gliost, in the constant appeal to, or tirade against, Fortune 
and in the countless references to the horroi-s of the classic 
underworld, with its three judges, Minos, Aeacus and Rhadamanth. 
The Senecan rodomontade of The Spanish Tragedie, with its 
lurid imagery and wild cries for vengeance, reappears, if possible 
with heightened colours, in Locrine, together with the introduction 
of Latin verses and even a stray phrase in the Spanish tongue. 
Theie is, too, an affinity between the two plays in situation and 
sentiment: just as, in The Spanish Tragedie^, Horatio and Lorenzo 
strive against each other for the possession of the captured prince 
of Portugal, so, in Locrine, two soldiers dispute over the captured 
Estrild; while the outraged Hieronimo's appeal to nature to 
sympathise with him in his sorrow is echoed in the speech of the 
ghost of Corineus^. 


Arden of Fever sham, apparently the earliest, and, beyond all 
question, the highest, achievement of the Elizabethan age in the 
field of domestic tragedy, was first claimed for Shakespeare by 
Edward Jacob, a Faversham antiquary, who re-edited the play in 
1770. ^ Since then, it has passed through numerous editions, and 
engaging the notice of almost every Shakespearean critic, it has 
called forth the most divergent views as to its authorship. The 
p ay was entered on the Stationers’ register as early as 3 April 
1592, and was published anonymously in the same year with the 
title. The Lamentable and True Tragedie of M. Arden of Fever- 
sham in Kent', later quarto editions, also anonymous, appeared 
m 1599 and 1633.^ The tragic incident upon which the drama is 
based took place in 1551, and left so lasting a mark upon the 
minds of men, that Raphael Holinshed, in the publication of his 
Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland, twenty-six years 
later, devoted five pages to the story and recorded the details with 
considerable dramatic power. The dramatist, although he makes 
a few slight alterations and adds the character of Franklin, follows 
Holinshed s narrative m all its essential aspects with scrupulous 
e i y. Wiitmg, too, at a time when the exuberant style of 
Marlowe and Kyd was in the ascendant, he exercises a marked 
self^estramt. Here and there, the spirit of the age lifts him off 
his feet—as, for instance, where he makes the ruffian Shakebag 
discourse in superb poetry ^; but, for the most part, he preserves that 
austerity of manner which, he felt, the sordid theme demanded. 

The exercise of this self-restraint, which often amounts to a 


^ Act I, Bc. 2. 


* Actj, so. 4, -ks to Locrine, Qi., ante, oiiap, iv. 
* Act in, sc. 2, 1—9, ^ 
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cynical indifference to the principles of art, pertains to much 
besides diction. The plot of the play, judged by the standard of 
Shakespearean tragedy, is singularly devoid of constructive art; it 
advances not by growth from within but by accretion from with¬ 
out. One murderous plot against Arden’s life follows another in 
quick succession, and, as we see each attempt baffled in turn, 
our sense of terror is changed to callousness, and the tragic effect 
of the actual murder is, thereby, blunted. The repeated attempts 
at murder, again, are merely so many episodes, and, as the drama 
proceeds, we are not made to feel that the meshes of the con¬ 
spirators’ net are closing upon their prey. Except for the 
exigencies of a five-act play, and the author’s determination to 
abridge none of the details of Holinshed’s story, the murder of 
Arden might very well have occurred at the end of the first act. 
If our sense of terror is blunted by the nature of the plot, so, 
also, is our pity for the victim. By reason of his stupidity and 
insensate credulity, his avarice and his cruelty to Bradshaw and 
Reede, Tliomas Arden fails altogether to win our sympathy. The 
dramatist, it is true, leaves unnoticed some of the charges brought 
against him by Holinshed; but he makes no attempt whatever to 
render him attractive, or to awaken our pity at his death. In all 
this, we recognise the contrast to the manner of Shakespeare as 
displayed, for example, in Macheth. Holinshed’s Duncan arouses 
as little sympathy as Holinshed’s Arden, but Shakespeare, in his 
regard for tragic pity, has made of Macbeth’s victim a hero and 
a saint. Apart from the work of mere journeymen playwrights, 
there is no play in the whole range of Elizabethan dramatic 
literature which disregards tragic hatliarsis, alike in its terror 
and its pity, so completely as Arden of Feversham. 

But are we to ascribe this neglect of tragic hatharsis to 
obtuseness of dramatic vision ? The marvellous power which the 
playwright reveals in the handling of certain situations and the 
deftness with which he introduces, now a touch of grim humour 
and now a gleam of tragic irony, are sufficient indications that his 
treatment of the story was deliberate. And, if any doubt remains 
in our minds, we have only to turn to the closing words of the 
play, in which the author defends his craftsmanship against all 
attack: 

Gentlemen, we hope you’ll pardon this naked tragedy, 

"Wherein no filed points are foisted in 
To make it gracious to the ear or eye; 

For simple truth is gracious enough, 

And needs no other points of glosing stuff. 
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The author of Arden of Feversham is not only the creator of 
English domestic tragedy; he is, also, the first English dramatic 
realist, and the first who refused to make nature bend beneath 
the yoke of art. Delighting in the ‘simple truth’ of Holinshed’s 
nairative, he refused to alter it—refused to reduce the number of 
attempts on Arden’s life or to make the victim of the tragedy a 
martyr. And, in all this, he stands as a man apart, neither ownin<v 
allegiance to the recognised masters of English tragedy, Kyd 
and Marlowe, nor claiming fellowship with the rising genius of 
Shakespeare. It is impossible to believe that the author of Arden 
is the author of Romeo and Jidiet. True, there are lines, some¬ 
times whole speeches, in the play which have something very 
like the Shakespearean ring in them; and it is also true that 
the play reveals, especially in the famous quarrel scene between 
Alice Arden and Mosbie^ a knowledge of the human heart 
which the Shakespeare of 1592 might well have envied. But, in 
1592, the temper of Shakespeare was not that of the austere 
realist: he was ardent and romantic, a lover of rime and of 
‘tafieta phrases,’ a poet still in his pupilage, well content to follow 
m the steps of his masters; and, in each of these respects he 
differs widely from the creator of Arden. Nor, finally, was it the 
principle of Shakespeare, either in 1592 or at any other period of 
his life, to place the record of history above art in the way that 
the dramatist has done. There is no rigidity in the materials 
out of which Shakespeare has fashioned his plays; to him, all 
things were ductile, and capable of being moulded into whatever 
shape the abiding principles of the playwright’s craft demanded. 

A Yorkshire Tragedy resembles Arden of Feversham in its 
untiinching realism, as well as in being a dramatisation of a tragic 
occurrence m the annals of English domestic life. The event 
which It memorises took place at Galverley hall, Yorkshire, early 

^ery fully by an anonymous pamphleteer, 
r>i I / Chronicle, by a ballad writer and, 

lastly, by two dramatists-the authors of The Miseries of Inforst 
Mariage^^d A Yorkshire Tragedy respectively. The former 

fh?’l1607, was by George Wilkins; 

+T being acted at the Globe theatre, was entered 

qiiav ^ ^^^tioners register on 2 May 1608, as ‘by Wylliam 

the same year with his name upon 

storv walled by the tragic gloom of the 

Im into l ^ happy ending; but 

author of the ten short, breathless scenes which make up 

^ Act m, 8C. 6. 
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A Yorlfiih'ire Tragedy spares us none of the harrowing details. 
Keeping very close to the version of the pamphleteer, he furnishes 
a record of the last act in a rake’s progress to the gallows, 
and, delighting in the relentless analysis of criminality, sacrifices 
everything for the sake of the criminal. The wife—a faintly- 
outlined Griselda of the Yorkshire dales—the various ‘^gentlemen,’ 
and the ‘Master of a College,’ are little more than lay-figures 
grouped around the central character, the master of Calverley hall. 

In him, we encounter a being of strange complexity of 
character; at first sight a mere wastrel and ruffian, we realise, 
as the play advances, the tragic fascination that he exercises. 
Brought to a sense of his evil ways by the Master of a College, 
he expresses in soliloquy thoughts which carry with them a 
haunting power; ‘0, would virtue had been forbidden! We 
should then have proved all virtuous; for ’tis our blood to love 
what we are forbidden.’ The soliloquy ended, a tragic surprise 
awaits the reader: remorse, which seems to be driving the husband 
to repentance, is suddenly turned in a new direction by the impulse 
of ancestral pride; and, instead of a repentant sinner, we are 
confronted with a murderer, red-handed with the blood of his own 
children, whom he slays lest they shall live ‘to ask an usurer 
bread.’ The closing scene, though it contains Calverley’s infinitely 
pathetic speech, made over his children’s corpses— 

Here’s weigiit enough to make a heart-string crack,... 
is unequal to what has gone before. 

There is no sufficient reason for ascribing the play to 
Shakespeare. Powerful as it is, the workmanship is not Shake¬ 
spearean, and the fact that a play written about 1606—7 should 
introduce rime into some twenty-five per cent, of the total number 
of verses is, in itself, it would appear, ample proof that the 
ascription of the title-page is unwarranted k 

Of the historical plays attributed to Shakespeare, but not 
included in the first folio, the most important is Edward III. 
The conjecture that he had a hand in this play was not put forward 
during his lifetime, and rests entirely on internal evidence. 
Edward III was first published, anonymously, in 1596, and a 
second edition followed in 1599; but it was not until Capell 
re-edited the play in his Prolusions (1760) that the claim for 
Shakespearean authorship was seriously put forward. 

Written in verse throughout, the play opens with a scene which 
is similar to the first scene of Henry Y \ but no sooner are the 

^ As to the significance of Arden of Fevereham and A Yorhshire Tragedy in the 
history of English domeetio drama, see post, vol. vi, chap, iv (Thomas Heywood), 
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preparations for king Edward’s toreigii campaign begun than the 
main action is impeded by the introduction of the romantic love 
story of the king and the countess of Salisbury, which occupies 
the rest of the first, and the whole of the second, act. Then, when 
the monarch has at last conquered his adulterous passion, the 
narrative of military conquest, with the prince of Wales as its 
hero, is resumed, and proceeds, without further break, along the 
path prescribed to the dramatist by Froissart and Holinshed. 
But, although the countess episode impairs the little unity of 
action which this desultory chronicle play would otherwise have 
it must be remembered that that episode is no extraneous matter 
foisted into the play for the sake of dramatic effect; the author 
goes to Bandello, or, rather, to Bandello’s English translator, 
William Painter, for the details of the story, but the main outlines 
of it are faithfully recorded by Froissart and subsequent chroniclers 
of English history. If, however, the double plot of the play furnishes, 
in itself, no reason for assuming double authorship, that assumption 
must, nevertheless, be made on other and more substantial grounds. 
In diction and verse, in the portrayal of character and in the 
attainment of dramatic effect, the author of the love scenes stands 
apart from the author of the battle scenes. The number of riming 
verses and verses with double endings in the love scenes is 
considerably greater than in all the remainder of the play. 
Soliloquy is unknown in the battle scenes, whereas, in the countess 
episode, one-sixth of the total number of verses are spoken in 
monologue. The love scenes are also distinguished from the rest 
of the play by the strain of lyricism in which their author indulges; 
it would, indeed, be difficult to find in the whole range of Elizabethan 
drama a passage more completely imbued with lyric feeling than that 
in which Edward converses with Lodowick, his secretary k It is not 
the tempestuous lyricism of Marlowe which we meet with here, but 
the elegiac lyricism of the sonneteers, the unfeigned delight in the 
play of amorous fancy and the fond lingering over airy sentiment. 
Characteristics such as these isolate the countess episode from the 
rest of the play, and, at the same time, associate it with much of 
the early work of Shakespeare, above all with Romeo and Juliet 
But, in the absence of all external authority, it would be unsafe 
to claim the episode for Shakespeare upon such evidence as this 
alone ; and the same may be said for the resemblances of idea, 
imagery and cadence which many passages in these love scenes 
bear to passages in his canonical works. If the claim for Shake¬ 
spearean authorship is to be put forward at all, it must be based 

^ Act n, so. 1. 
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upon those elements of Shakespeare’s genius which ever elude the 
grasp of the most skilful plagiarist—the creation of character, the 
reaching after dramatic effect and the impalpable spirit of dramatic 
art. It is in the person of the countess of Salisbury that the genius 
of Shakespeare first seems to reveal itself, and it has been well 
said that, without her, his gallery of female characters would be 
incomplete. She is a woman as resolute in her chastity as the 
Isabella of Measfiire for Measure, yet far more gracious and far 
less austere. We have only to compare her with the Ida of Greene’s 
James IV to realise the masterly workmanship of the author of 
Edward III. The situation in which the two women are placed 
is almost identical; but, whereas Ida is a slight, giidish figure who, 
for all her purity, has little save conventional commonplace where¬ 
with to rebut the Scottish king’s proffers, the countess rises in the 
face of trial and temptation to supreme queenliness. And whereas, 
ill his presentation of the story, Greene wastes every opportunity 
of bringing the love suit to a di’amatic crisis, the author of the 
countess episode displays the highest art of plot construction. 

When we compare the dramatic version of the story with that 
of the Italian novel, we realise at once the transforming touch of 
a master artist. The action in Bandello extends over a considerable 
period of time, during which the countess becomes a widow, but 
persists, in spite of the importunities of her mother, in rejecting 
the king’s unlawful suit. At last, dagger in hand, she begs the 
king to slay her, or let her slay herself, in order that her chastity 
may be preserved. Then the king, impressed now by her fortitude 
as before by her beauty, offers her his hand in marriage, and 
the countess straightway accepts him as her husband. As we read 
the play, we realise how this Pamela ending offended the finer 
taste of the dramatist. Going carefully over the incidents of the 
story, he excises here, enlarges there, and, finally, brings his plot 
to a crisis and denouement quite unlike, and infinitely nobler than, 
that of Bandello. The one dagger becomes two, and, in the 
countess’s simple but burning words to the lascivious king, we feel 
ourselves in the presence of Shakespeare, and of Shakespeare 
rising at one genial leap to the full stature of his divinity: 

Here by my side do hang my wedding knives: 

Take thon the one, and with it kill thy queen. 

And learn by me to find her where she lies; 

And with this other ITl despatch my love, 

Which now lies fast asleep within my heart: 

W^hen they ai'e gone, then I’ll consent to love k 

^ Act n, BO. 2. 
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A prime objection which has been brought against the 
Shakespearean authorship of these scenes is that they break in 
upon the action of the main story in a way that Shakespeare 
would not have tolerated. But a close study of the countess 
episode reveals the skill with which the dramatist has lessened 
this defect. Throughout the episode we are made aware that the 
preparations for the French campaign are proceeding, though the 
king is wholly absorbed in his amour. At the beginning of act ii 
sc. 2, Derby and Audley appear and inform their sovereign of the 
mustering of men and of the emperor’s goodwill. The drum 
incident which follows, and which leads up to the entrance of the 
Black Prince, the hero of the main story, effects, in masterly fashion, 
the purpose of keeping the military scenes before the mind of the 
spectator. The king’s soliloquies, too, as he beholds first his son 
all afire with military ardour, and then his secretary returning with 
a message from the countess, produce a feeling of true dramatic 
tension; and, as we see the monarch borne this way and that by 
the impulse of contending passions, we realise once again the hand 
of the master. 

If we ascribe the countess episode to Shakespeare, there still 
remains for consideration the difiicult problem of determining the 
nature of his task. The choice lies between collaboration of 
Shakespeare with another dramatist and revision by Shakespeare 
of a play already in existence. The latter theory seems the more 
reasonable. The battle scenes, by virtue of their loose, episodic 
character, point to a date previous to that reform of the chronicle 
play which was effected by Marlowe’s Edward II (c. 1590). If, 
then, we may conjecture the existence of a 'gre-Ed/ward III, it 
may be further assumed that it contained already some rendering 
of the countess episode. Without it, the play would be too brief, 
and it is hard to believe that any dramatist, especially if he were , 
Robert Greene or a member of Greene’s school, would have allowed 
the romantic love story to pass unnoticed when reading the pages 
of Froissart. It is reasonable to believe that, at some time 
between 1690 and 1596, Shakespeare found himself engaged upon 
a revision of this gre-Edward III chronicle play, and that, in 
revising it, he left the story of the king’s French wars practically 
unaltered, but withdrew entirely the rendering of the countess 
episode, substituting for it that pearl of great price which now lies 
imbedded in the old chronicle play. 

The Life and Death of Lord Cromwell and Sir Thomas More 
are among the most notable examples in Elizabethan dramatic 
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literature of what lias been called the biographical chronicle play— 
an offshoot from the history or chronicle play proper, from which 
it differs in that its theme is not the events of a reign but the 
record of an individual life. Both of these plays have been 
attributed to Shakespeare, the former because on the title-page 
of the second edition of the play—that of 1613^—stand the words, 
‘written by W. S.,’ and the latter, partly on internal evidence, 
and partly on the curious theory, first advanced by Richard 
Simpson, that some of the passages in the original manuscript 
of the play (Harleian MSS 7368) are in Shakespeare’s handwriting. 

Cromwell is so devoid of genuine di'amatic and poetic power 
as to make its ascription to Shakespeare little better than an 
insult. The scenes hang loosely together, nowhere is there any 
sign of real grasp of character, and only the racy humour of Hodge, 
Cromwell’s servant, saves it from abject dulness. The desultory 
plot is taken from Foxe’s St 07 'y of the Life of the Lord Cromwell 
in the second volume of Actes and Monuments, and there is no 
reason to believe that the dramatist went to Bandello for his 
account of Cromwell’s dealings with the Florentine merchant, 
Frescobaldi. Foxe had already borrowed this story from the 
Italian novelist, and the dramatic version, throughout, is faithful 
to Foxe’s rendering of it. The conception of Cromwell as a popular 
hero who, having risen to eminence, delights in remembering the 
friends of his obscure youth, is, also, common to the biographer and 
the dramatist, and both, again, agree in adopting a strongly, at 
times blatantly, protestant standpoint. The studious omission 
of Henry VIII from the characters of the play indicates that it 
was written before the death of Elizabeth, and the general structure 
and versification point to a date of composition anterior by some 
years to its entry on the Stationers’ register on 11 August 1602. 

In every respect. Sir Thomas More is superior to Cromwell. 
There is nothing to show that this play was ever published in 
Elizabethan times; but the original manuscript is preserved in the 
British Museum and was edited by Dyce for the Shakespeare 
Society in 1844. The sources of the play, indicated by Dyce, are 
Hall’s Chronicle, the biographies of More by his son-in-law, 
William Roper, and his great-grandson, Cresacre More. The 
dramatist shows considerable skill in the use of his materials, and 
the plot, though episodic, api^roaches much nearer to dramatic 
unity than that of Cromwell. The interest of the play lies chiefly 
in tlie masterly and syinijatlietic portraiture of the great lord 

1 The first edition appeared in the year 1602, 
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chancellor. The idealism, the winning grace and fine sense of 

hnmnnr f-liA In.rcrA Inimcsnifir a-n/l flio 
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which we associate with the name of Sir Thomas More are 
admirably brought out. The quotations from Seneca and other 
Latin writers show that the author was a scholar, and the burden 
of some of More’s speeches reveals a political thinker of no mean 
calibre. The introduction of the play within the play, together 
with More’s speeches to the actors and his insertion into^ their 
scenes of an extempore speech of his own, is a curious anticipation 
of Hamlet. But those who attribute portions of the play to 
Shakespeare base their arguments not upon this, but upon the 
view that certain scenes are in his handwriting, and that the 
thought and diction of these scenes is unmistakably Shakespearean. 
As our knowledge of Shakespeare’s handwriting is limited to five 
autograph signatures, it is difficult to attach gi-eat weight to the 
theory of Simpson and Spedding that ‘hand D’ in the More MS 
is the hand of Shakespeare; and there is also a good deal of 
difference of opinion among the experts as to how far ‘hand D’ 
extends. Simpson claimed for it act ii, sc. 3 and 4, 1—172- 
act in, sc. 2 and 3. Subsequent investigators have detaked some 
of these scenes, and the latest opinion—that of G F Warner 
the keeper of MSS in the British Museum—is that only act ii’ 
sa 4, 1—172 are in this hand. Since this passage is also 
that on which the literary claim for Shakespearean authorship 
mamly rests, a close examination of it is necessary. It tells the 
story of the insurrection of London citizens against the Lombard 
merchants settled in their midst, and contains the long and spirited 
speech with which More quells the riot. The talk of the rioters in 
the opening lines of the scene resembles, but is inferior to, that 
ot Jack Cade’s followers in Part II of Henry VI (act iv, sc. 

2 and 3, and 6—8), and there was more than one dramatist in 
the last decade of the sixteenth century who, having the Jack Cade 
episode in mind, might have written these lines. The speech of More 
which follows 18 full of vigour, and is of peculiar interest as giving 
eyession to the theory of the divinity of kings, which, in the 
late Tudor period, had come to be a widely accepted tenet of 
political faith. ‘ God,’says More, 

hath not only lent the king his figure, 

His throne and sword, but giv’n him his own name, 

tails him a god on earth. What do you, then, 

Rising gainst him that God himself installs, 

Hut rise gainst God?... 
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It may be said that a similar view as to the divinity of the 
royal office is put forward by the aged bishop of Carlisle in 
Richard II ; but can it seriously be contended that this was Shake¬ 
speare’s own view? A scorner of democracy, he was far from being 
a believer in the divinity of kings. He treats the theory with 
mordant irony in Richard II, placing it on the lips of the 
hapless king^ and proving its insufficiency by the remorseless 
logic of subsequent events. In Henry V, he returns to the same 
theme, and, in words which give forth no uncertain sound, makes 
his hero declare : ‘ I think the king is but a man, as I am ... all his 
senses have but human conditions; his ceremonies laid by, in his 
nakedness he appears but a man-.’ 

The fact that Sir Thomas More was probably written about 
the same time as Richard II, and only a few years before Henry Y, 
makes it hard to believe that such varying views as to the nature 
of the kingly office could have been held by the same man. Hor 
can escape from the difficulty be found by regarding More’s speech 
as merely dramatic. It is more than this : it is lyrical in tone and 
doctrinaire in purpose ; and was probably intended to appease the 
master of the revels, who, when the first draft of the MS had been 
submitted to him, had demanded the excision of the whole of the 
insurrection scene. 

The Birth of Merlin: Or, The Ckilde hath found his Father 
was first published in 1662 by the Restoration bookseller, Francis 
Kirkman, who ascribed it to ‘WiUiam Shakespear and William 
Rowley.’ The play is a medley in which legendary history, love 
romance, sententious praise of virginity, rough and tumble down¬ 
play, necromancy and all kinds of diablerie jostle each other, and 
where British kings and English nobles, a hermit and a wizard, 
the wraiths of Hector and AcMUes, the devil, Lucina and the 
three Fates, ‘a little antick spirit’ and Joan Go-to-’t, the mother 
of Merlin, are warring atoms contending for mastery over the 
spectator’s attention, and combining to produce a play which 
defies classic rule utterly, but keeps at arm’s length Pope’s ‘cloud- 
compelling queen,’ Dulness. 

It is almost certain that more than one hand was engaged in 
weaving this particoloured vesture; but Kirkman’s association 
of the play with the name of Shakespeare may be lightly dismissed. 
At no point in the course of the five stirring acts are we 
tempted, by plot construction, characterisation or style, to believe 
in Shakespearean workmansliip. On the other hand, it is highly 
^ Act lu, BC. 2 and 3. * Act iv, so. 1, 105—110. 
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probable that William Rowley was one of its authors; the comic 
scenes, alike in their coarseness and racy humour, exhibit his 
manner, and it is also possible that some of the serious scenes 
are his. The question of authorship involves a comparison of the 
play with Middleton’s Mayor of Quinborough, of which T/ie Birth 
of Merlin, in its main plot, is both a sequel and a copy. An 
American scholar, F. A. Howe, has clearly shown that many of the 
scenes of the Merlin play were written in imitation of similar 
scenes in The Mayor, and that there is just as close an imitation 
in the elaboration of some of the leading characters. The de¬ 
pendence of the one play upon the other is certain; but, in spite 
of occasional resemblances of style, it is hard to believe that a 
dramatist of Middleton’s acknowledged inventive power would 
have repeated himself in so abject a manner as he has done, if 
The Birth of Merlin be partly his work. 

However this may be, it is probable that yet another hand may 
be detected in its composition. A notable feature in the play is 
the sacrifice which, in deference to the popular demand for realism, 
has been made of the romantic elements in the Arthurian legend! 
Yet, here and there, we are made aware of a certain consciousness 
on the dramatist s part of the glamour and magic beauty of the 
material under treatment. We feel this most in the presence of 
TJther Peiidragon, the prince w'ho, when we first encounter him, 
has disappeared mysteriously from his brother’s court, in order to 
follow through forest wastes the quest of the unknown lady whose 
beauty has him in thrall : 

How like a voice that echo spake, but 0! 

My thoughts are lost for ever in amazement, 
i^ould I but meet a man to tell her beauties, 

Ihese^trees would bend their tops to kiss the air, 

1 hat from my lips should give her praises up... 

As I have seen a forward blood-hound strip 
The swifter of the cry, ready to seize 

Mis Wished hopes, upon the sudden view. 

Struck with astonishment at his arriv’d prey, 

Instead of seizure stands at fearful bay; 

Or like to Marius’soldier, who, o’ertook, 

The eyesight-killing Gorgon at one look 
Made everlasting stand; so fear’d my power. 

Whose cloud aspii-’d the sun, dissolv’d a shower b 

Tn this and in other passages, drama is sacrificed to poetry, the 
verse grows lyrical and falls insensibly into rime. This romantic 
and lyrical strain is as foreign to Middleton as it is to Rowley, 

^ Act H, SO. 2. 
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but it is singularly like what we meet with in the romantic 
work of Dekker. The passage quoted above is characterised not 
only by its lyricism, but, also, by frequent use of inversion, 
irregularity of verse and prevalence of rime; and, in each of 
these respects, it is thoroughly representative of the style of 
the more romantic scenes of the play, while, at the same time, 
it bears a marked resemblance to the authentic work of Dekker. 
The hand of the same dramatist can be detected in the Merlin 
scenes. Rowley may very well have created Joan Go-to-’t and 
her brother, and have acted as midwife to the marvellous boy 
prophet; but, when born, Merlin becomes the property of Dekker, 
and reveals his creator in the light-hearted bravura with which 
he performs his deeds of magic, no less than in the exercise of 
that strong moral sense by virtue of which he punishes the lust 
of his father the devil, makes a converted Bellafront of his mother 
and sends her to Salisbury plain, to waste away her offending 
flesh in groans and solitary sighs. 

The sources of The Birth of Merlin, apart from The Mayor 
of Quinhorough, Q.VQ somewhat obscure. The story of Merlin 
was, of course, familiar enough in Elizabethan times, and a drama 
entitled Uter Pendragon is entered in Henslowe’s diary under 
date 29 April 1597; the difficulty lies in determining wffiat warrant, 
if any, the author had for degrading the circumstances of Merlin’s 
birth. 

The evidence in favour of the Shakespearean authorship of 
Faire Em, Mucedorus and The Merry Bevill of Edmonton is of 
the slenderest. Francis Kirkman, the Restoration bookseller, 
having found in the royal library the three plays bound together 
in a volume on the back of which was the name of Shakespeare, 
accepted the word of the original owner—or the binder—of the 
volume without demur. The internal evidence of all three plays 
is strongly against the theory that Shakespeare had anything to do 
with their composition. 

Faire Em h the work of some member of that early school 
of dramatists who, under the leadership of Greene, delighted in 
the union of fictitious English history with love romance. There 
are two distinct plots in this play, and they have almost nothing 
in common. That which furnishes the title is the story of the 
courtship by three knights of Fair Em, the daughter of an English 
noble who, robbed of his lands at the Norman conquest, is now 
plying the trade of a miller at Manchester. A ballad, entered 
on the Stationers’ register on 2 March 1581, and entitled The 
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Miller's Daughter of Manchester, is the probable source of this 
portion of the play. The second plot is taken from Henry Wotton’s 
Courtlie Controversie of Cupids Cautels{lb7&), a collection of five 
stories translated from Jacques Tver’s Le Printemps dJIver. This 
relates the unhistoric adventures of William the Conqueror, who, in 
order to win the hand of the Danish king’s daughter, visits his 
court disguised as a knight and pursues his amours there under 
strange changes of fortune. The workmanship of the play is very 
poor, but certain allowances must be made for its early date. It 
seems to have been in existence in 1587, for, in Greene’s intro¬ 
duction to his Farewell to Folly, registered in that year, he makes 
a satiric reference to Faire Fm, and quotes, in a slightly altered 
form, two lines from the closing scene of the play. 

The Merry Devill of Edmonton, although the earliest known 
edition of it is dated 1608, was certainly written by 1604, when 
T. M. (?Thomas Middleton) alludes to it, in company with A Woman 
Kilde with Kindnesse, in his Blache Booh ; twelve years later, in 
the prologue to The Divill is an Asse, Jonson describes it as the 
' dear delight ’ of the theatre-going public. The popularity which 
the play enjoyed was not unmerited; in the words of Charles 
Lamb, it ‘ seems written to make the reader happy.’ In its blend¬ 
ing of scenes of magic and the black art with a romantic love 
comedy, standing out against a pleasant background of English 
lural life, The Merry Devill recalls Frier Bacon and Frier 
Bongay. But the magic element in the play is little more than 
popular taste of the day. After an induction, 
w ich is a serio-comic imitation of the famous closing scene in 
Dr Faustus, we hear little more of the doings of Peter Fabell, 
magician, and give ourselves up to the main story, 
w 1 C s owa by what devices youth and true love overcome the 
treasonable counsels of age and prudence. The lovers are lightly 
conceived; but in their veins there flows the youthful spirit and 
romantic ai dour of the early school of Elizabethan comedy, and 
< ^ heroine, who is walling to dare much lest love be 

smothered in foggy gain,’ is worthy of a place not far below the 
early^heroines of Shakespeare. The play is not Shakespeare’s; 

^ r alike in his love romance and in the humorous and 

^ca IS 1 C scenes in which Blague the host. Smug the smith and 
o n the priest appear, is one of Shakespeare’s imitators, 
le c^arac er of the host of the George tavern at Edmonton 
as Hazlitt pointed out, on that of the host of The 
<35 LVLs oy Windsor and this fact furnishes us with a clue as 
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to the period at which the play w^as written. The source of the 
story is unknown, but the adventures of Peter Fabell, who, in 
the district round about Enfield Chase, enjoyed something of the 
reputation of a Dr Faustus, had been already recorded There 
was a poem, now lost but known to Warton, entitled FahyVs 
Ghoste, written in octave stanzas and printed by John Rastell 
in 1533, which may be the same as The Mevvy Pretnhs of 
Fdbyl mentioned by Weever; and, in the same year as that in 
which the play was published, Thomas Brewer’s prose tract, The 
Life and Death of the Merry Devill of Edmonton, with the 
Pleasant Pranlts of Smug the Smith, Sir John and mine Host 
of the George about the stealing of Venison, was entered at 
Stationers’ Hall. These Fabell stories, doubtless, furnished the 
dramatist with some of the materials for the comic by-plot, but 
not for the romantic love story. 

The popularity of The Meri'y Devill of Edmonton was as 
nothing compared with that of A Most pleasant Comedie of 
Mucedorus, the hings soniie of Valentia and Amadine the Mngs 
daughter of Arragon, with the merie conceites of Mouse. The 
earliest known edition of this play is dated 1598; but the words, 
‘newly set foorth,’ on the title-page, indicate that it was first 
produced at some earlier date; numerous reprints followed, and 
W. W. Greg has succeeded in tracing no less than seventeen quarto 
editions of the play up to the year 1700. This popularity is the 
more remarkable since, as the epilogue makes clear, it was not 
written for popular representation, but for a performance at 
court. And, having delighted queen Elizabeth, it was revived, 
with numerous additions and an altered epilogue, for a Shrovetide 
performance at Whitehall early in the reign of James I The text, 
thus enlarged and amended, was first published in 1610. The 
vogue of this ‘very delectable’ comedy, while it illustrates the 
uncritical temper of the age, is somewhat hard to understand; 
for the play, though doing credit to the infancy of Elizabethan 
romantic comedy, is, in respect of plot construction, characterisa¬ 
tion and metric art, a very primitive piece of work. It teems, 
however, with action and romantic adventure, and these, with the 
crude wit and cruder folly of Mouse the clown, seem to have been 
deemed sufficient by courtier and groundling alike. A Spanish 
prince, who, in the prosecution of his love, disguises himself first 
as a shepherd and then as a hermit; a wild man of the woods, who 
combines cannibal instincts with a nice taste for romance; a rustic 
clown; and a bear that instructs the princess Amadine how to 
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distiiiguisli between the hero lover and the coward—these are the 
most notable ingredients of the play. The appearance of such 
morality figures as Envy and Comedy in the induction and epilogue 
is a sign of an early date of production, and it is hard to believe 
that the drama, in its original form, is later than 1590. The name 
Mucedorus, and the disguise of that prince as a shepherd, recall 
one of the two heroes of Sidney’s Arcadia, and the probability is 
that the plot is taken from some half chivalrous and half pastoral 
romance of Spanish or Italian literature. 

The London Prodigall and The Piiritane, as already stated, 
are examples of realistic city comedy. At the hands of Heywood 
and Dekker, realism associated itself with romance; but, with 
Middleton and his successors, the romantic element was purged 
away, and nothing was allowed to interfere with the realistic, and 
often satirical, representation of contemporary manners. The 
authorship of these two plays is not easy to determine ; but it can 
be stated without hesitation that neither is the work of Shake¬ 
speare, who, while interested in bourgeois comedy, rarely allowed 
it to force its way into the foreground. Both plays, probably, 
w'ere written early in the seventeenth century, when Heywood and 
Middleton were making this type of drama acceptable to popular 
taste, and when Ben Jonson was also engaged in a close inspec¬ 
tion of the social types of London life and in the discovery of 
humours. 

The London Prodig all was first published in 1605, and the 
title-page of this edition informs us that the play was acted ‘by 
the Kings Majesties servants’ and that its author was William 
Shakespeare. It is full of bustling life, but is wholly wanting in 
the higher elements of dramatic art, and, also, in poetic beauty. 
The most striking feature in the plot is the resemblance, 
pointed out by A. W. Ward, which it bears to the Charles Surface 
story of Sheridan’s School for Scandal The wealthy father, 
Flowerdale senior, who has just returned to England after long 
years of absence, and who, under the disguise of a servant, attaches 
himself to his prodigal son and, in the end, pardons his excesses, 
is a crude prototype of uncle Oliver. But the author of the 
Elizabethan play fails, where Sheridan succeeds, in winning the 
readers sympathy for the prodigal, ilowerdale junior’s career 
of riot and neglect has no redeeming feature in it, and his final 
repentance, so far from convincing us of its reality and endurance, 
only deepens our pity for the outraged and extravagantly patient 
wife, Luce, who takes the repentant sinner to her bosom. Tlie 
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liiimonr of the play is chiefly to be sought among the serving- 
men of the wealthy city knight, and in the persons of Sir Launcelot 
Spurcock, Weathercock the parasite and the Devonshire clothier 
Oliver, whose west country talk and manners have the homely 
honesty of the rough kersey cloth which he makes and wears. 
The disguise of Luce as a Dutchwoman, and the pigeon English 
by which, when thus disguised, she conceals her identity, may, 
very possibly, have been suggested by the similar disguise of 
Lacy in Dekker’s highly popular play. The Shoemaker's Holiday. 

The Puritane Or The Widdow of Watling-streete was one of the 
plays acted by the choristers of St Paul’s, and it was published in 
1607 as ‘ written by W. S.' It is a realistic comedy of intrigue, 
bordering, at times, upon farce, and its main object is ridicule 
of the puritan party and of London citizens. The scenes are 
mainly in prose, and the few passages in verse are wholly wanting 
in poetic feeling. The five acts are constructed out of a number 
of episodes of shrewd knavery, which follow one another in swift 
succession, but hardly form a plot. The moving spirit in these 
knavish tricks is a certain George Pyeboard, who makes the 
puritan family in Watling street his dupes up to the very last scene 
of the play, when the intervention of the nobleman as a deus ex 
machina exposes the chain of fraud. At least one of Pyeboard’s 
knaveries is taken from the so-called Merrie Conceited Jests 
of George Peele^, and it has long since been pointed out that, 
under the name of George Pyeboard, George Peele was intended^. 

There is no reason whatever for associating the play with 
Shakespeare; but its author, doubtless, was familiar with that 
dramatist’s work, and refers in act iv, sc. 3 to the appearance 
of Ban quo’s ghost in Macbeth. It has been argued, with con¬ 
siderable show of reason, that it was written either by an Oxford 
student, or by a dramatist newly come from that university. The 
hero of the play is a student adventurer, who is acquainted with 
the academic phraseology of his university, while the author 
exhibits a fondness for Latin phrases, and lays much stress on the 
fact that a university scholar is a gentleman. Tucker Brooke 
ascribes the play to Middleton, and compares it with Eastward 
Hoe. 

The only other play which calls for notice in this chapter is 
The Two JSfdble Kinsmen, the question of Shakesj)eare’s share 

^ See Dyce’s introduction to Peek’s Works, p. viii. 

® ‘Peel’and ‘pieboard’ are synonymous terms for the flat wooden shovel used in 
taking pies out of a brick oven. 
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ill which has evoked more discussion than all the remaining 
doubtful plays together. It was first published in 1634 as the 
work of ‘the memorable worthies of their time, Mr John Fletcher 
and Mr William Shakespeare, Gent,’ and the title-page of this 
edition also informs us that it had been performed by the king’s 
players at the Biackfriars theatre. The famous Palamon and Arcite 
story which it reproduces had been dramatised before. Richard 
Edwards had written a Palamon and Arcyte as early as 1566, 
which was performed before Elizabeth by Oxford students on the 
occasion of the queen’s visit to the university in that year; but 
the account of this lost academic comedy, preserved in Anthony 
h Wood’s manuscripts and published in Nichols’s Progresses of 
Elizabeth, suggests that it was very different in character from 
The Two Noble Kinsmnen. Nothing is known of the Palamon 
and Arsett mentioned by Henslowe as having been acted at the 
Newington theatre in 1694. 

The Tivo Noble Kinsmen follows Chaucer’s Knight’s Tale 
as closely as an Elizabethan play can be expected to follow a 
fourteenth century verse romance; but the dramatists, deferring 
to the seventeenth century taste for a realistic underplot to a 
romantic theme, have added the story of the gaoler’s daughter, 
of which there is but the faintest hint in The Knight’s Tale. 
The element of divine caprice which lurks in Chaucer’s romance 
is by no means eliminated from the play. In the closing speech 
of the last scene, Theseus would fain convince us that, of the two 
rival kinsmen, Palamon has the better right to the lady—because 
he saw her first!—^but the enduring impression which the play 
leaves upon the reader’s mind is that man is but the puppet of 
fortune. And if the denouement of the play is unsatisfactory, 
so, also, are the characters. Palamon and Arcite, except in the 
scene in which they first appear, are not well distinguished from 
each other; Theseus, though he discourses fine poetry, is a stilted 
and a vacillating figure, and Emilia, a poor faded copy of Chaucer’s 
Emelye the sheene,’ would be more in her place as Hotspur’s 
comfit-maker’s wife than as a warrior’s bride. Finally, the under¬ 
plot, the author of which endeavours to make up for his lack of in¬ 
vention by imitating familiar incidents in the plays of Shakespeare, 
is both unskilful and indelicate. Yet, with all these shortcomings 
—shortcomings which are largely due to the fact of double author¬ 
ship -TJw Two Noble Kinsmen abounds in elements of greatness. 
It is a play wdiich needs to be seen in order that the masque-like 
splendour of some of its scenes may be fnlly realised; but a mere 



The Two Noble Kinsmen 257 

perusal of it suffices to reveal its imaginative power, the ripeness 
and energy of the thought and the luminous colour of high 
romance in which it is steeped. Into it are poured the riches 
of classic legend, medieval romance, Elizabethan comedy and 
Jacobean masque, and, in the union of these varying elements, 
we recognise the genius of a dramatist who could subdue all 
things to harmony. 

The problem of authorship is beset with dififfculties, for, while 
it is certain that the play is the work of more than one author, 
it seems also probable that the workmanship of the two men is 
not sharply sundered, but that, in places, the hand of the one has 
been engaged in revising what the other had written. With the 
exception of Delius, who propounded the fanciful theory that 
The Two Nohle Kinsmen is the work of an anonymous dramatist 
who deliberately set himself to imitate now the manner of 
Shakespeare and now that of Fletcher, critics are agreed that 
one of the two authors was Fletcher, and that to him may be 
allotted most of acts ii, iii and iv, including the whole of the 
underplot, with the possible exception of the two prose scenes^ 
but only a small, and comparatively unimportant, part of the 
main story. The whole of the first act, the first scene in 
act III, and almost the wffiole of the last act are clearly not by 
Fletcher in the first instance, and in the determination of the 
authorship of these scenes lies the chief problem of the play. 
The choice seems to lie between Massinger and Shakespeare; 
it has been argued by Robert Boyle that the handling of the 
characters in these scenes is singularly unlike that of Shakespeare 
and singularly like that of Massinger, and that the frequent 
medical allusions, and the echoes of passages in Shakespeare’s 
authentic works, furnish further evidence in favour of Massinger 
and against Shakespeare. Arguments such as these, though not 
without force, are outweighed by others on the opposite side. 
A comparison of the play with Massinger’s scenes in The Lovers 
Progress, a play which introduces the similar theme of the 
love of two friends for one woman, shows the greatest variance 
in the application of the principles of dramatic art. The resem¬ 
blance, too, between the verse of Massinger and that of the non- 
Fletcherian portions of The Two Nohle Kinsmen, on which Boyle 
lays considerable stress, is only superficial. In the mechanical 
elements of poetic rhythm, Massinger comes very near to Shake¬ 
speare; but, when we look deeper, and come to the consideration 
^ Act u, sc. I and act iv, sc. 3. 
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of those features of style which do not admit of tabular analysis, 
we find the widest difference. The diction of Massinger is, above 
all things, orderly and lucid. He shows, at times, passion and 
imagination; but he never allows these to check the stately decorum 
and even flow of his verse. Now, the diction of The Two NoUe 
Kinsmen is of a peculiar nature, and Spalding, in his famous 
Letter, with others after him, naturally directed his attention to 
this, above all other things, in attributing these non-Fletcherian 
scenes to Shakespeare. In the profusion of striking metaphors, 
the copious outpouring of profound thoughts and the extreme 
concision, often involving harshness and obscurity, of the utterance, 
these scenes bear a marked resemblance to the plays of Shake¬ 
speare’s final period, and to nothing else in literature. Moreover, 
the very defects of these scenes are the same defects which we 
meet with in Shakespeare’s so-called romances. The sacrifice of 
dramatic probability to the attainment of magnificent spectacular 
effects, the intrusion of the dem ex machina to cut the Gordian 
knot which human effort cannot disentangle and the triumph of the 
poetic and intellectual interests over the strictly dramatic—these 
are all features common to The Two NoUe Kinsmen and the 
products of Shakespeare’s genius in the last phase of his dramatic 
career. 



CHAPTER XI 


THE TEXT OF SHAKESPBAREi 

The text of Shakespeare is as uncertain as are the facts of his 
life. In neither case are we in possession of any real authori¬ 
ties. But, while there is evidence to establish the certainty of 
some of the incidents in his career, we cannot be sure of the 
accuracy of a single line in his plays. Not only are we without 
Shakespeare’s manuscript, but we do not even possess an authorised 
edition of any play, such as we have of Ymu% and A donis and 
Lucrece. The conditions under which plays were produced in the 
Elizabethan age supply us with two reasons for this, at first sight, 
extraordinary fact. Shakespeare, like his fellow dramatists, wrote 
for the stage and not for publication. The playwright’s sole 
ambition was to see his play on the stage. Hardly any play was 
published by its author without some apology. Marston, in his 
preface to The Malcontent (1604), actually complains that he is 
detracting from the value of his work by publishing it; and he goes 
on to state that his reason for consenting to this is that, if he did 
not publish it, others would, thus inflicting upon him still greater 
injury. All rights in a play were tacitly, if not legally, sur¬ 
rendered to the acting company, and the author’s interest in it 
ceased. No more striking proof of this attitude could be desired 
than the fact that Shakespeare himself described Venus a/nd 
Adonis ‘the first heire of my invention,’ at a time when he had 
certainly written several plays. 

On the other hand, companies refrained from publication. 
They sought by this means to increase the profit from their per¬ 
formances. Thus, Thomas Heywood speaks of some of his plays 
being ‘still retained in the hands oi some actors, who think it 
against their peculiar profit to have them come in print.’ But 

^ The references throughout are to The Cambridge Shakenjieare, ed, Wright, W. Aldia, 
1894. ■ 
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this shortsighted policy on the part of the companies did not 
prevent others from supplying the demand for printed copies 
which naturally existed. In the absence of any strict laws of 
copyright \ it is not surprising that publishers were found ready 
to snatch a profit by the surreptitious publication of the more 
popular plays of so favourite a writer as Shakespeare. 

This explains the origin of the quartos, in which form the text 
of nineteen plays ^ first saw the light. As all these plays appear 
again in the folio edition {Pericles for the first time in the third 
folio), the relative value of the quarto and folio texts becomes 
the fundamental question for textual discussion. No generalisa¬ 
tion is possible with regard to the quarto text, owing to its 
unequal character. But, for textual purposes, the quarto plays 
may be classified as duplicate, variant and doublet. The duplicate 
quarto plays are those in which the text of the first folio has been 
derived from that of one of the quartos. The first quarto, there¬ 
fore, is entitled to rank as the only authoritative text for these 
eight plays^ The printing of some of these plays is equal to any¬ 
thing in the first folio; that of A 3Iidsummer Night’s Dream is 
excellent. Their comparative freedom from corruption and their 
adoption by the editors of the first folio suggest that they were 
drawn from copies not far removed in date from Shakespeare’s 
manuscript. The spelling of the quarto text is more archaic than 
that of the first folio. In many cases, it resembles that of the first 
quarto of the Poems, which may fairly be taken to represent 
Shakespeare’s own spelling. 

The text of the remaining quarto plays diverges to a very large 
extent from that of the folio, not only in respect of verbal 
differences, but by the addition or omission of passages amounting, 
in some cases, to thirty or forty lines, and even to whole scenes. In 
Parts II and III of Henry VI, Henry V and The Merry Wives, 
the omissions are all made by the quarto, as are also the most 

1 Companies gradually had their rights acknowledged, and, in 1637, the lord 
chamberlain issued an injunction to the Stationers’ company, prohibiting the publica¬ 
tion of plays without consent of the players. 

® Part IIof Eenry VI {First Part of the Contention, 1594), Part III of Henry VI 
{True Tragedie of Pickard, Duke of Yorke, 1595), Richard II (Q^ 1597), Richard III 

(Qi 1597), Romeo and Juliet (Q^ 1597), Love’s Labour's Lost (Qj 1598), Part I of 
Henry IV (Q, 1598), Much Ado (Q 1600), A Midsummer Night’s Dream (Q. Q, 1600), The 
Merchant of Venice (Qj 1600), Part II of Henry IV (Q 1600), Henry V (Q, 1600), 
Titus Andronicus (Q^ 1600), The Men-y Wives (Qj 1602), Hamlet (Qj 1603), King Lear 
{^11608), Troilus and Gressida (Q 1609), Pericles (Q, 1609), Othello (Q, 1622). , 

Love’s Labours Lost, A Midsummer Night’s Dream, The Merchant of Venice, 
art of Henry IV, Much Ado, Pericles, Titus Andronictts (with exception of one 
seeue added in i\), Richard II (part of scene added in Qj). 
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serious omissions in Fart II of Henri/ IV; in Troilus and 
Gressida, King Lear and Othello, they are fairly evenly divided. 
The greater completeness of the folio text constitutes it the chief 
authority for these variant quarto plays. An exception has to be 
noted in the case of Richard III. Here, the omissions in the folio 
are trifling, compared with those in the quarto 5 but textual evidence 
conclusively proves that the folio text follows two diflerent quarto 
texts and contains systematic alterations. The first quarto, there¬ 
fore, becomes the authoritative text for all except the omitted 
passages h Romeo and Juliet and Hamlet are unique in possessing 
doublet quarto texts. The first quarto, in both cases, is very 
defective; but, in the case of the former play, the folio text was 
derived from the second quarto, while, in the case of the latter, 
the folio text was taken from a copy which was considerably less 
complete. 

The great discrepancies in these texts demand some explanation. 
There can be little doubt that they are due, in the main, to the 
fact that the defective texts were based on copies which had been 
adapted for the stage. From the fact that Shakespeare wrote for the 
stage, it must not be inferred that he allowed himself to be bound 
by the exigencies of stage performance. The need of adaptation 
for stage purposes has always made itself felt in the case of the 
texts of plays, even to the present day; and it is highly probable 
that none of the longer plays of Shakespeare were ever pro¬ 
duced in the theatre exactly as they were written. There is, 
moreover, definite evidence that the plays of other dramatists 
were shortened for the stage. It is in this sense that we are to 
understand the statement made on the title-page of the second 
quarto of Hamlet, ‘ newly imprinted and enlarged to almost as much 
againe as it was, according to the true and perfect Coppie,’ and 
similar statements in the quartos of other plays. 

The references in the prologue to Romeo and Juliet to ‘ the 
two hours traffic of our stage,’ and in that of Henry YIII to ‘ two 
short hours,’ fix the average length of a performance. The mere 
length of such plays as Richard III, Hamlet, Othello, King Lear, 
Troilm and Cressida, Part II of Henry IF, Henry V, necessi¬ 
tated curtailment. Thus, of the long scene in Richard IIP, 
numbering five hundred and forty lines in the folio, nearly eighty 
are omitted (including a passage of over fifty lines); the quarto text 
of Hamlet omits sixty lines of Hamlet’s interview with Rosencrantz 

^ The genealogy of the text of Richard 111 ia described in an appendix to this chapter. 

* Act IV, BO. 4. 
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and Guildenstern concerning the players; and the folio text of King 
Lear lacks a whole scene, as well as a passage of nearly fifty lines. 

Not only, however, the length of a play, but also the number of 
characters called for adaptation. Companies were often so thin 
that one player had to act two or three parts. A clear case 
of curtailment on this ground is the omission in the folio text of 
the dialogue between Hamlet and a lord, who comes to urge him 
to the rapier contest with Laertes. This is the only occasion on 
which this character appears. The folio text of King Lear omits 
the conversation between two servants after the putting out of 
Gloucester’s eyes, probably for the same reason. Sometimes, 
speeches are put into the mouths of other characters, instead of 
being omitted altogether. In Henry F, Westmoreland’s wish for 
ten thousand more men is transferred to Warwick. 

A different reason for the omission of passages in the per¬ 
formance of a play v/as political expediency. Both Elizabeth and 
James I frequently witnessed stage performances, and a natural 
consequence of this personal patronage was a strict censorship of 
plays presented before them. Precarious as is any attempt to point 
out political allusions in Shakespeare, the magnificent compliment 
paid to ‘the fair vestal throned by the west,’ and ‘her single 
blessedness,’ would suffice to show that such allusions were, on 
occasion, introduced by him. The suppression of the deposition 
scene in the first quarto of Richard II was doubtless made out of 
deference to the queen’s well known susceptibilities on the subject. 
In ATmp'iear,Edmund’s allusions to the results of the ‘prediction,’ 
in which James is said to have had some faith, and the reference 
to nobles acting as spies in France may have been suppressed on 
similar grounds. Portia’s description of the ‘ Scottish ’ lord 
Contains a satirical allusion to the alliances of Scotland with 
France against England. After the accession of James, the 
players, instead of omitting the passage, altered ‘Scottish lord’ 
to ‘other lord,’ which is the reading of the folio. 

The legal restrictions with regard to the use of oaths and the 
profane use of Scripture account for the excision ofa great number 
of passages and the modification of many expressions, especially in 
JPa^ t II of Henry TV . A few seem to be omitted in both quarto and 
folio on account of their lew'dness. Other passages were struck out 
by the players because of their inherent obscurity. The corrupt 
passages in Hamlet, containing ‘stars with trains of fire,’ ‘dram of 
eale, ‘that monster custom,’ omitted entirely in the folio text, 
very likely owe their corruption to the tampering of the players. 
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The process of adaptation caused passages to be added as well 
as omitted. The clown s duty was to afford amusement to the 
spectators after the play was finished; but he was also expected 
to add specimens of his own native wit to his regular part in a play. 
This practice is referred to by Hamlet in a well known passage of 
his address to the players, to which the first quarto adds samples— 
‘Cannot you stay till I eate my porridge? and you owe me a 
quarters wages, my coat wants a cullison; And your beere is 
sowre.’ The fool in King Lear is no mere clownh It is probable 
that for portions of this, and for ‘poor Tom’s ’ parts, buffoonery was 
often substituted ; which would account for the disturbed state of 
the text both in quarto and folio in these passages. Tlie omission 
of the prologue to Troilus and Cressida in the folio may be 
explicable in the same way. The omission from the folio text of 
several other passages seems to confirm doubts as to their 
genuineness. 

The mangled state of the text in the first quartos of Parts II 
avid III of Henry VI, The Merry Wives, Henry V, Romeo and 
Juliet and Hamlet shows another disintegrating factor at work 
besides adaptation. Publishers who could not secure a copy of a 
play by any other means would employ a shorthand writer to report 
it, while it was being acted. This report, naturally, would be very 
imperfect; some poetaster would patch it up as best he could, 
and thus it found its way into print The numerous mistakes due 
to imperfect hearing confirm this view of the origin of these texts, 
such as ‘tigers of Arcadia ’ for ‘ tigers of Hyi*cania,’ ‘ Cophetua ’ for 
‘ Caveto ’ etc. 

The first quartos of these plays have been regarded as earlier 
drafts subsequently revised by the poet. This theory is plausible 
with regard to The Merry Wives, where the quarto contains 
passages which evidently do not go back to the same original as 
the corresponding passages in the folio, and to the two parts of 
Henry VI, which appear under a different title. But the causes 
already enumerated are sufficient to account for the state of the 
quarto text; and, wherever this is admitted to be not only an 

1 The difficulty of acting this part has been often felt on the modern stage. Cl. 
Macready, W. C,, jRennmscences, Tol. n, p. 97. 

® Of. the well known passage in Thomas Heywood, cited 'post, vol. vi, ch. iv. 
A specimen of the ‘ stenographer’s ’ work is to be found in the first quarto version of 
Hamlet’s famous soliloquy: 

To be or not to be, I there’s the point, 

To Die, to sleepe, is that all? I all: 

No, to sleepe, to dreame, I mary there it goes, etc. 
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ness ill copying either on the part of the players or the printers. 
Ill this way, a whole scene was omitted in earlier impressions 


copies. The very numerous half-lines which still remain in the 
text may be attributed to this cause. Sometimes, a passage drops 
out owing to similarity of expressions at the beginning and end\ 
The text of the first folio has a more uniform value than that 




we are largely dependent on the work of modem editors. In 
individual cases, however, the metrical arrangement of the folio is 
vastly superior. In King Lear, the verse of the folio, to a large 
extent, is represented by prose in the quarto. The duplicate quarto 
plays, in which the folio text was drawn from one of the quartos, 
afford a test of its conjectural emendations. They are of little 
importance and generally for the worse. Where real corruption 
exists {e.g. ‘perttaunt-like,’ in Love's Labour’s Lost) it is usually 
left alone. 


Alternative readings are very common in the variant quarto 
plays. There is sometimes very little to choose between them; 
but, in such cases, the folio text is to be preferred, as having better 
authority. But, ordinarily, it is better in itself I The quarto text, 
though often substituting a more usual word or phrase^, occasionally 
preserves the unmistakable words of Shakespeare*. The in¬ 
imitable ‘Love’s thrice repured nectar®’ appears, in the folio, 
as ‘reputed.’ 

Some critics have held that Shakespeare was responsible for 


* Per an example see Othello, act iv, sc. 2, 74—7. 

® Thus, the pregnant line in King Lear (act ix, sc. 4, 119) ‘0 me, my heart, my 
rising heart I Bat down ’ is, in the quarto, the commonplace * 0 my heart, my heart! ’ 
* Come unbutton here’ (act in, sc. 4, 107—8) is, in the quarto, the nonsensical, ‘ Come 
on, be true.’ 

* Thus, Othello’s striking words (act. v, so. 2, 13), 

I know not where is that Promethean heat 
That can thy light relume, 

are robbed of their force by the substitution of ‘ return ’ for ‘relume.’ Lear’s no less 
striking epithet, ‘ cadent ’ tears, becomes the meaningless ‘ accent ’ tears. 

* Othello’s ‘She gave me for my pains a world of sighs’ (act i, sc. 3, 159) is, for 
instance, turned by the folio into the hackneyed ‘ a world of kisses.’ 

“ Troilus and Cremda, s,ot 111 , eo. 2, 21. 
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corrections and additions in the folio text of these plays. This 
assumption leaves out of account two important facts. In certain 
cases, it is unquestionably the quarto text which has been altered, 
and which has received additions. Moreover, it is obvious that 
these changes could not have been made for stage purposes. Tliey 
must, therefore, have been made with a view to printing the plays; 
but it is surely inconceivable that Shakespeare should have made 
these minute corrections without also authorising an edition of the 
revised plays. 

In the case of the doublet quarto plays, the folio text, as we 
have seen, is subordinate to that of the second quarto. The first 
quarto of Borneo and Juliet is a valuable corrective. In spite of 
its lacunae, it was evidently made by a skilful reporter, for it 
contains many unquestionably genuine readings, where all the 
rest have gone astray h In Hamlet, when the readings of the fii'st 
quarto and folio coincide, they are to be preferred I The intrinsic 
value of the first folio lies in the fact that it contains the only 
extant text of eighteen plays; but its merits are unequal. The 
text of some of the plays is as good as that of the duplicate 
quartos ; that of the rest recalls the characteristics of the text of 
the variant quartos. Measure for Measure, AWs Well, Cymbeline, 
Coriolanus and Macbeth are among the worst texts in the folio. 
It is practically hopeless to determine the metre of Timon, in large 
portions of which it is impossible to tell whether verse or prose is 
intended. Jidius Caesar holds the same position among the folio 
plays which A Midsummer Might's Dream has among the quartos. 
The text is free from any serious error and might well have been 
printed from the original manuscript 

The value of the later folios is comparatively small. They take 
great liberties with the text, though, it must be admitted, not 
beyond those taken by some of the later editors. When the second 
folio makes an alteration, this is, as a rule, perpetuated in the third 
and fourth. Where the second or third stands alone, it is nearly 
always wrong. The fourth folio is not so free in making altera¬ 
tions, except in order to modernise the spelling. Were it not 
for the legacy of errors inherited from the second and third, the 

^ Thus, Romeo’s wish (act i, sc. 4, 113), 

But He, that hath the steerage of my course. 

Direct my sail, 

is preserved by it, when the other quartos and the folio read ‘ sute ’ for ‘ sail.’ 

* Thus, the ‘fretful porpentiue’ of the ghost’s speech (act r, sc. 5, 20) has greater 
textual authority than the ‘fearfull porpentiue’ of the later quartos, because it is 
supported by two independent copies. 
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fourth would often be nearer a modern text than either. Tlie 
later folios, however, have all made some happy restorations of 
the texth In the case of the variant quarto plays, where a later 
folio agrees with the quarto against the first, we have a better 
attested reading. There are some remarkable cases of this co¬ 
incidence^. 

One cause of variation between the diflcrenc quarto and folio 
texts remains to be noted. It is the most prolific and the most 
modern of all—the mistakes of editor and printer. 

Special causes for these mistakes are to be found, first, in 
differences of spelling in vogue in the Elizabethan age, e.g. 'antique’ 
and 'antick,’ 'rights’ and 'rites,’ 'symboles’ and 'cymbals.’ Again, 
an uncommon word sometimes caused the substitution of one more 
usual: 'moe’ and‘more’; 'intentively’ and 'instinctively’; ‘foy- 
sons’ and ‘poisons’; ‘prescience’ and ‘patience’; ‘unprevented’ 
and ‘unprepared.’ This practice was a thoroughly characteristic 
licence at a time when an editor had no hesitation in substituting 
a word which he considered more suitable to the context—‘unnrofit- 
able ’ for ‘ improbable ’; ‘ the way to study death ’ for ‘ the way to 
dusty death’; ‘phlegmatick’ for ‘choleric.’ Thirdly, contractions 
commonly used in manuscripts often caused variations in the endings 
of words: ‘h’as’and‘hath’; w°= which; y“=the; y*=that; y"=thou 
or you; I = ay; ‘ignomie’ and ‘ignominy’; ‘conster’ and ‘con¬ 
strue.’ The abbreviation ‘L.’ doubtless accounts for such variations 
as ‘liege’ and ‘lord.’ Finally, there were the ordinary misprints 
with which everyone is familiar—due to the dropping out of 
letters (‘ contradict ’ and ‘ contract ’; ‘ remuneration ’ and ‘ remura- 
tion’); to the omission of words (‘his trusty Thisby’s’ Qq, ‘his 
Thisby’s’ Fi, ‘his gentle Thisby’s’ Fa Fa Fi); to wrong letters (‘Loue’ 
Qa (Duke of Devonshire’s copy), ‘loue’ Qi, ‘loane’ FjFa, ‘Joan’ 
F3F4); to wrong punctuation (the first folio reads ‘Dispatch 
Enobarbus.’ As Enobarbus is not present, the second, third and 
fourth read ‘Dispatch Eros.’ The right punctuation solves the 
difficulty: ‘Dispatch. Enobarbus!’); to permutation of letters 
(‘Athica’ for ‘Ithaca’); to repetition of letters (‘in volverable’ Fi, 

* One of the best is to be found in Coriolanus (act ii, sc. 3, 18). The third citizen 
says: ‘not that our heads are, some brown, some black, some auburn, some bald, but 
that our wits are so diversely coloured.’ The fourth folio was the first to suggest 
‘auburn’ for ‘Abram,’ which is read by the first three. 

* Thus, an uncommon word ‘ renege ’ is restored by the second folio in King Lear, 
act II, sc. 2, 73, where the first folio reads ‘Eevenge’ and the quartos have ‘Eeneag.’ 
In Othello, act v, sc. 2, 350, ‘ base Indian,’ the reading of the quartos and later folios, 
has greater textual authority than the ‘ base Judean ’ of the first folio. 
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‘ invaliierable ’ Fj F3F4, for ‘ invulnerable’). Such is the process by 
which the text of Shakespeare has been evolved—a process pre¬ 
cisely similar to that undergone by any classical text. The 
quartos and folios represent the work of copyists—that of editing 
follows. 

The subsequent history of Shakespeare’s text falls, naturally, 
into two divisions—a period of conjecture, during which the great 
bulk of accepted emendations were made, and a period of con¬ 
solidation, in wliich a fuller knowledge of the old copies and a 
firmer grasp of textual principles combined to produce the received 
text of today. 

It was fitting that a poet laureate should be the first to give to 
the world an edition of Shakespeare—whether or not poetic gifts 
are an advantage to an editor. At all events, Nicholas Rowe 
( 1709 )’^ was engaged on a more profitable task when he attempted 
to edit the works, than when he endeavoured to emulate the style, 
of Shakespeare. Rowe’s main object, as Johnson says, was to 
publish an edition of Shakespeare, ‘like those of his fraternity, 
with the appendages of a life and a recommendatory preface.’ 
Therefore, it is not surprising that his work shows little critical 
method. He based his text on the latest and worst copy—^the 
fourth folio. This error affected all editions before Capell, for 
each of the succeeding editors was as uncritical as Row^e in basing 
his text on the edition immediately preceding his own. Although 
Rowe says, ‘I have taken some care to redeem him from the 
injuries of former impressions,’ and speaks of comparing ‘the 
several editions,’ he can hardly have possessed any acquaintance 
with old copies. His corrections of the fourth folio, sometimes, 
coincide with the readings of the first, as where he reads ‘dread 
trident ’ for ‘ dead trident ’ of the later folios. In general, however, 
he follows the fourth, even where the first obviously contains the 
genuine reading. He occasionally consulted a late quarto: textual 
evidence shows that he used the quarto of 1676 for the additions 
in Hamlet. His alterations were made simply with a view to 
rendering the plays more intelligible, and he did much useful 
pioneer work to this end. His knowledge of the stage enabled 
him to add lists of dramatis personae to each play, to supply 
stage directions and to make divisions into acts and scenes, 
which, to a large extent, have been followed by modern editors. 
Many proper names were restored by him (as ‘ Plutus ’ for ‘ Flatus ’). 

> Tlie date mentioned, in each case, is that of the first edition. 
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Otliers, which had been manufactured by his predecessors, were 
unmasked (thus ‘Cyprus’ grove becomes ‘cypress’). Thanks to 
his linguistic attainments, he was able to make sense of a good 
deal of nonsense, which did duty in the folios for French or Italian. 
Dr Caius’s ‘green-a-box’ of ointment appears in the folios as 
‘unboyteeiie’ instead of ^un hoitier’ as in Rowe. But his work 
for the text rises above that of a proof corrector. Some of his 
conjectures deserve a place beside those of his more eminent 
successors. Few quotations are more firmly established than 
‘ Some are born gi’eat.’ (The folios have ‘ are become.’) And ‘ the 
temple-haunting martlet’ in Macbeth is not likely to be ousted 
from the place occupied in the folios by ‘Barlet.’ 

No one will dispute Rowe’s modest claim that he has ‘ rendered 
many places intelligible that were not so before.’ It is his unique 
distinction that he did not stir up any controversy. His emenda¬ 
tions were silently introduced into his text, and as silently 
appropriated by his successors. 

To Pope belongs the unenviable distinction of having intro¬ 
duced into the study of Shakespeare’s text that controversial 
acrimony of which echoes were heard far on into the nineteenth 
century. But his edition (1723—5) is quite free from this blemish. 
Instead of expanding his notes, which are models of brevity, he 
curtailed the text to suit his ‘ private sense,’ and filled his margin 
with rejected passages. Some of these, it is true, were no great 
loss, though Pope was hardly qualified for expurgating Shakespeare. 
Others, however, seriously interfere not only with the sense, but 
with the conceptions of the dramatist. Mercutio is robbed whole¬ 
sale of his jests. Much of Caesar’s distinctive braggadocio is 
struck out. Again, the porter’s soliloquy in Macbeth is dispensed 
with, and so are several lines of Richard’s soliloquy before 
the battle. Romeo and, Juliet fares worst of all; many passages 
being omitted on the pretext that they do not occur in the 
defective first quarto, while others are inserted because they 
appear in the second, and others, again, are struck out simply 
because they are ‘nonsense’ or ‘trash’ or ‘ridiculous.’ It is difiBcult 
to understand how a poet could deliberately reject such a line as 
‘Sleep that knits up the ravell’d sleave of care.’ Occasionally, a 
line is dropped out altogether, without warning or comment. 
Pope s text is further marred by hundreds of verbal alterations 
for which no justification is even attempted. A small proportion 
of these may be regarded as legitimate conjectures ; but the great 
majority are arbitrary corrections, not of copyists’ errors, but of 
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Shakespeare’s own composition. We are left to guess the reasons 
for his changes. In many instances, they are obviously made to 
harmonise the metre with the ideal of rigid uniformity wdiich 
dominated the Augustan age (‘brest’ for ‘bosom,’ ‘lady’ for 
‘gentlewoman,’ ‘foes’ for ‘enemies’). Monosyllables are omitted 
or inserted with the utmost licence to produce a regular line. 
Uncommon forms of expression, or words employed in an unusual 
sense, are rarely allowed to stand. (The ‘ untented woundings of 
a father’s curse ’ become ‘ untender ’; ‘ I owe you no subscription ’ 
is altered to ‘ submission ’; ‘ to keep at utterance,’ that is, to the 
last extremity, has to make way for ‘ to keep at variance.’) Such 
reckless alterations have obscured Pope’s real contribution to the 
study of Shakespeare’s text. Compared with the work of Rowe, 
his services may justly be called great. That he thoroughly under¬ 
stood the nature of his task is abundantly clear. His preface—the 
only part of his work which he brought to perfection—contains a 
careful and accurate characterisation of the quarto and folio texts. 
The theory that ‘ the original copies,’ referred to by the editors of 
the first folio, were ‘ those which had lain ever since the author’s 
day in the play-house, and had from time to time been cut or added 
to arbitrarily,’ is there found for the first time. Pope evinces an 
acquaintance with all the most important quarto texts. If he was 
too ready to suspect interpolations, nevertheless he was respon¬ 
sible for the insertion of most of the passages in the variant quarto 
plays, which were omitted in the first folio. Although he made 
havoc of the text of Borneo and Juliet by his excisions, he 
instinctively introduced a number of undoubtedly genuine readings 
from the first quarto. He has often unravelled Shakespeare’s verse 
from the prose of the old copies, and in almost every play the 
metrical arrangement of the lines owes something to him. Many 
of his conjectures have been generally accepted. He restored a 
realistic touch in ‘Tarquin’s ravishing strides’ where the first folio 
has ‘sides,’ and he recovered FalstafiF’s ‘oeillades’ from the ‘illiads’ 
of all the folios. On the other hand, the cause of Pope’s failure is 
revealed in his own phrase: ‘ the dull duty of an editor.’ He had 
been invited to undertake the work as the first man of letters of 
his day ; and he deals vrith the text in the spirit of a dictator. But 
the laborious task of collating texts could not be accomplished by 
the sheer force of poetic genius. Had he possessed an army of 
collaborators for doing the drudgery, Pope’s edition of Shakespeare 
might have achieved as great a success as his translation of Homer. 
As it was, the work was only half done. 
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Yet it might still have brought him some fame, had it uot been 
doomed to pass through the ordeal of criticism at the hands of one 
who has few rivals as a textual critic. All its defects were laid 
bare by Le^vds Theobald in his Shakespeare Restored (1726). No 
one could read this work—^monumental in the history of Shake¬ 
speare’s text—without acknowledging that here, at any rate, Pope 
had met more than his match. Pope was too wise to attempt to 
defend himself against criticism, which he, better than anyone else, 
knew to be unanswerable. In his second edition, he calmly adopted 
many of Theobald’s corrections ; and, then, he began a campaign of 
misrepresentation and abuse which culminated in his making 
Theobald the hero of The Dunciad. The power of satire, wielded by 
genius, has never been more strikingly displayed. Pope’s caricature 
of the foremost of all textual critics of Shakespeare as a dull, 
meddling pedant without salt or savour not only led astray the 
judgment of the sanest critics of the eighteenth century, but 
infected the clear reason of Coleridge, and has remained the current 
estimate to this day. Theobald’s method of retaliation was un¬ 
fortunate. He remained silent while Pope was exhausting every 
mean device to ruin his projected edition. But, when that edition 
( 1733 ) became a triumphant fact, he emptied the vials of his wi’ath 
into his notes. Those who are aware of the unprecedented provoca¬ 
tion which he received and of the superiority of which he must 
have been conscious find no difficulty in acquitting him ; but the 
majority who read only Theobald’s notes must perforce join with 
Johnson in condemning his ‘ contemptible ostentation.’ Every 
correction adopted by Pope from Shakespeare Restored in his 
second edition is carefully noted, although Theobald himself ap¬ 
propriated many of Pope’s conjectures without acknowledgment. 
Every correction of Theobald’s mvn, if but a comma, is accompanied 
by shouts of exultation and volleys of impotent sarcasm. But 
he overreached himself. Though smarting under the ‘flagrant 
civilities’ which he received from Pope, he paid him the un¬ 
intentional compliment of taking his text as the basis of his own. 
Had he been as anxious to adhere faithfully to his authorities as 
he was eager to dilate on the faithlessness of Pope, he would 
hardly have fallen into the error of following the edition which he 
himself classed as ‘of no authority.' It has sometimes been stated 
that Theobald based his text on the first folio. But the very 
numerous instances in which he has perpetuated Pope’s arbitrary 
alterations in his own text show that this vras not the case. Yet 
the multitude of readings which he restored both from the quartos 
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and from the first folio largely neutralised the effect of this errorh It 
is ill dealing with real corruption that Theobald is seen at liis best, 
and remains without a rival His acuteness in the detection of 
errors is no less admirable than is the ingenuity shown in their 
correction. His thorough knowledge of Shakespearean phraseology, 
his sound training in ‘corrupt classics,’ and also his fine poetic 
taste, -were qualifications which contributed to his success. The 
importance of Theobald’s conjectures may be gathered from the 
words of the editors of The Cambridge Shakespeare : ‘ Where the 
folios are all obviously wrong, and the quartos also fail us, we 
have introduced into the text several conjectural emendations; 
especially we have often had recourse to Theobald’s ingenuity I’ 
It is not surprising that the gift of conjecture revealed in these 
brilliant restorations led Theobald to make many unnecessary 
changes in the text. 

Some of these abortive attempts were adopted by Sir Thomas 
Hanmer in his edition (1744), which was based, however, on that of 
Pope. He provided an Edition de luxe for gentlemen of his own 
class. The print and binding were magnificent, and caused its 
value to rise to nine guineas, when Warburton’a edition was going 
for eighteen shillings. Pope has celebrated this, its chief feature, 
in the well known picture of Montalto and his ‘volume fair®.’ 
On its title-page, the text is said to have been ‘ carefully revised 
and corrected by the former editions’; but there is no evidence 
that the old copies were consulted. Hanmer is nearer the mark 
when he says in the preface that it was only ‘according to the best 

1 One example may be taken out of hundreds. Bolingbroke compares the meeting 
of himself with king Richard to that 

Of fire and water, when their thundering shock 
At meeting, tears the cloudy cheeks of heaven. 

This is the reading of the first quarto. The later quartos, followed by the folios and 
Rowe and Pope, read ‘smoak’ (smoke) for ‘shock.’ Theobald’s note reads: ‘This is 
the first time, I believe, we ever heard of a thundering smoak: 1 never conceived 
anything of a more silent nature. But this is a nostrum of the wise editors, who 
imagine, I presume, that the report and thundering of a cannon proceed from the 
“smoak” and not from the explosion of the powder.’ 

^ We could hardly imagine the fat knight dying unless ‘ a’ babbled o’ green fields.’ 
Yet this touch of mingled humour and pathos is due to the bold and brilliant con¬ 
jecture of Theobald—bold, because the quartos entirely omit the passage; brilliant, 
because never did an emendation more aptly fit both text and context. The folios 
read ‘and a table of green fields.’ No less brilliant, though less familiar, is the 
restoration of the true poetry of Shakespeare in the image of the opening flower which 
‘dedicates its beauty to the sun.’ Quartos and folios read ‘same.’ The very name 
of the ‘weird’ sisters comes from him. He did not think the ‘ weyward’ of the folios 
a very suitable epithet, and, on searching Holinshed, he found the word which, doubt¬ 
less, Shakespeare used. 

* The Dunciad, hk. n, H. lO& S. 
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of his judgment' that he attempted Ho restore the genuine sense 
and purity ’ of the text. He relegated to the bottom of the page 
all the passages which Pope had thus degraded, and added several 
others, thinking it a pity that ‘more had not then undergone the 
same sentence.’ His emendations are numerous, and are generally 
made in the reckless spirit of Pope; but his natural acuteness 
produced some conjectures of valuek William Warburton had 
corresponded with both Theobald and Hanmer on the text of 
Shakespeare. He had sympathised with the former in his con¬ 
troversy with Pope, whom in some of his letters he attacked 
with such vigour that, had Pope been acquainted with them, the 
subsequent friendship between them would have been impossible. 
Theobald inserted some of Warburton’s conjectures in his text, and 
printed his notes with his name. After the appearance of 
Theobald’s edition, Warburton thought it well to quarrel with him; 
he also quarrelled with Hanmer, when he discovered that he was 
contemplating an edition of Shakespeare. In the preface to his 
own edition (1747), he accused both of plagiarism, a charge which 
might have been made with more justice against his own edition. 
He eulogised Pope, whose name he placed by the side of his own on 
the title-page, only, however, to depart from his text; while he 
denounced Theobald, only to adopt his edition as a basis. The 
title-page blatantly boasts that ‘ the Genuine Text (collated with 
all the former editions, and then corrected and emended) is here 
settled.’ If we naturally wonder how ‘ the genuine text ’ can 
require correction, all wonder ceases when we have become ac¬ 
quainted with Warburton’s methods. His knowledge of the old 
copies was mostly gained from Pope and Theobald. In the opening 
scene of King Lear, he comments on Theobald’s reading ‘ ’tis our 
fast intent ’—‘ this is an interpolation of Mr Lewis Theobald, for 
want of knowing the meaning of the old reading in the quarto of 
1608, and first folio of 1623; where we find it “’tis our first intent.’” 
Unfortunately for Warburton’s reputation, Theobald’s ‘interpola¬ 
tion’ is simply the reading of the first folio. His ignorance of the 
old texts is only exceeded by his ignorance of Shakespeare’s 
language. His conjectures would furnish a curiosity shop of 
unused and unheard of words. He strains at a gnat, it may be, 
and then swallows his own camel. ‘Following’ is changed to 
‘follyiiig,’ which we are told means ‘wantoning’; ‘jewel’ becomes 

^ Polonius’s ‘ I'll sconce me even here,’ is due to Hanmer’s conjecture for ‘ silence,’ 
and Helena’s ‘Yours would I catch,’ for the reading of the liuartos and folios, ‘Your 
words I catch,’in a IZidsummer Dream. 



Warburton and yohnson 273 

‘gemell/ fi'om the Latin gemellus twin’; ‘Venus’ pigeons’ ought 
to be called ‘Venus’ widgeons’; for ‘beauty’s crest,’ Shakespeare, 
without question, wrote ‘beauty’s Crete’ i.e. beauty’s white, from 
Greta ; ‘ shall damp her lips ’ is nonsense which should read ‘ shall 
trempe ’ Le. moisten, from French tremper ; Lear’s ‘ cadent tears ’ 
should be ‘candent’ i.e. hot. For ‘ black-corner’d night,’ we must 
read ‘ black-cornette ’ night, cornette being a woman’s headdress 
for the night. ‘ My life itself and the best heart of it ’ is denounced 
as a ‘ monstrous ’ expression, ‘ The heart is supposed the seat of 
life; but as if he had many lives and to each of them a heart, he 
says his “best heart.” A way of speaking that would become a 
cat rather than a king.’ 

Bentley is reported to have said that Warburton was a man of 
‘monstrous appetite but very bad digestion.’ At any rate, this 
description is true of his work as an editor. There is, however, a 
halfpennyworth of bread with this intolerable deal of sack. ‘ Like 
a God, kissing carrion’ of the sun, in Hamlet, Johnson called a 
‘noble’ emendation for the ‘good kissing carrion’ of the quartos 
and folios. ‘ The wolf behowls the moon,’ for ‘ beholds ’; ‘ eyeless 
night’ for ‘endless night,’ and ‘gentle fine’ for ‘gentle sin,’ are 
other favourable specimens. But, in spite of these, Warburton’s 
false criticism of Theobald, that ‘ he left his author in a ten times 
worse condition than he found him,’ is not far from the mark, when 
applied to his own performance. Warburton’s edition was very 
effectively criticised by ‘Another gentleman of Lincoln’s Inn’— 
Thomas Edwards—who made ‘ tragical mirth ’ out of his ‘ genuine 
text.’ John Upton, Zachary Grey and Benjamin Heath also joined 
in the onslaught. 

Nearly twenty years elapsed before another edition appeared. 
But there were two men busy with the text, in the interval. One 
was Samuel Johnson ; though his critics were wondering when the 
subscribers would get their bookk It appeared, at last, in 1765. 
The text was based on Warburton’s edition; but all his aira^ 
Xeyofieva were carefully excised. Ill as Johnson was equipped 
physically for the arduous work of collating texts, he was responsible 
for restoring many readings from the old copies, which had escaped 
Theobald’s vigilance. Some of these are of the minutest character 
(such as ‘momentany’ for ‘momentary,’ ‘fust’ for ‘rust’). He 
also brought back several passages from the quartos, which were 

* He for subscribers baits his hook 

And takes your cash, but where’s the book? 

Churchill, The Ghost, hook in. 
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wanting in the folio. He made no striking conjectures, but several 
useful emendations by him have passed into the text of today. 
He was attacked with uncalled-for vehemence by William Kenrick, 
who undertook to expose his ‘ignorance or inattention.’ As a 
matter of fact, Johnson’s text had a distinct value, due to his own 
restorations; this, however, was speedily eclipsed by the publica¬ 
tion of Capell’s edition in 1768. 

Scientific criticism of the text begins with Edward Capell. He 
was the first to base his text actually on the quartos and folios; 
and later editors, even when they go back to the original authorities, 
owe an incalculable debt to his painstaking and remarkably 
accurate collation of the old copies. Ever since the publication of 
Hanmer’s edition, Capell had been silently laying his foundations. 
He is said to have transcribed the whole of Shakespeare ten times. 
His services, like those of Theobald, have been greatly underrated. 
An involved style obscured the value of his preface, quite the best 
piece of textual criticism in the eighteenth century. An unfor¬ 
tunate method, which caused him to avoid noting anything at the 
foot of the page, except the original reading which had been 
changed in the text, failed to reveal the prodigious labour which 
he underwent to form his text, and transferred the credit of it to 
others. His discrimination between the quarto and folio texts, on 
the whole, is remarkably accurate. He rightly gave the preference 
to the first quarto in the case of the duplicate quarto plays; but 
he certainly underestimated the value of the folio text when he 
said that ‘ the faults and errors of the quarto are all preserved in 
the folio, and others are added to them: and what difference there 
is, is generally for the worse on the side of the folios.’ He did not, 
however, act on this opinion, for he often adopts the folio reading, 
after taking the quarto as his basis. He made a thorough in¬ 
vestigation of Shakespeare’s versification, and Ms arrangements of 
lines are often those which are now generally adopted h His care 
for the metre led him to introduce many words into the text. 
In fact, he was far too free in introducing conjectures. The 
original readings are always given at the bottom of the page; but 
neither these nor the conj ectures are assigned to any one. Although 
he adopted the most important of Theobald’s conjectures, it is re¬ 
markable that he should speak of Theobald’s edition as ‘only a little 
better than Pope’s by Ms having a few more materials, of which he 
W'as not a better collator than the other, nor did he excel him in 

^ An example is to be found in the opening scene of Hamlet, ‘Give you good 
night,’ eto. 
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use of tbem/ His own conjectures (distinguished by black type), 
as a rule, are not happy; but there was no justification for Johnson’s 
slighting opinion that his abilities were ‘just sufficient to select 
the black hairs from the white for the use of the periwig 
makers/ Three quarto volumes of notes published after his 
death gave some idea of the labour which his neat little edition 
had cost. 

George Steevens, who, in 1/66, had done good service by 
printing twenty old quartos, was, in 1773, associated with Johnson 
in bringing out a new edition of Shakespeare. The text of this 
edition was the best that had yet appeared. It contained all the 
most important conjectures hitherto made, and, owing to the 
removal of many unnecessary emendations which Capell had intro¬ 
duced, was more faithful to the original copies than that editor’s 
text had been. But it is quite certain that Capell’s text formed 
the basis of Steevens’s collation, and that to it was largely due the 
accuracy of the resultant text. In his advertisement, Steevens says 

The Second Part of King Henry VI is the only play from that [Capeli’s] 
edition which has been consulted in the course of this work; for as several 
passages there are arbitrarily omitted, and as no notice is given when other 
deviations are made from the old copies, it was of little consequence to 
examine any further. This circumstance is mentioned, lest such accidental 
coincidences of opinion, as may be discovered hereafter, should he interpreted 
into plagiarism. 

The criticism of Capell’s text here offered by Steevens is sheer 
misrepresentation. The only ‘ passages ’ omitted by Capell are a 
few lines inserted by Theobald from the defective quarto and also 
omitted by Malone and the editors of The Cambridge Shahespeare. 
All Capell’s deviations from the folio, except the most trifling, are 
scrupulously noted by him. Thus, Steevens’s statement as to the 
use made by him of Capell’s text, while suspicious in itself, must 
be altogether rejected; as a matter of fact, he follows Capell, in 
the main, even to his punctuation, and also adopts some of his 
conjectural emendations. 

A second edition of Johnson and Steevens’s text appeared in 
1778, Edmond Malone contributing an Essay on the Chronology of 
Bhaikespeare's Flays and a few notes. In 1780, he published a 
supplement to this edition, containing the JPoems and an intimation 
of his intention to bring out a new edition of the whole of the 
poet’s works. Steevens had now retired from the field and cast 
his mantle on Isaac Reed, who brought out the third edition in 
1785. To this, Malone contributed some notes occasionally 
opposing dicta of Steevens, whereupon the latter demanded 
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that his original notes should be printed word for word in any 
future edition. Malone, of course, would not listen to such a pro¬ 
posal, and the usual separation ensued. Malone’s edition appeared 
in 1790. There can be no doubt that he went back to the old 
copies for his text, which shows a scrupulous fidelity to the quartos 
and folios, and a preference for the first folio in the case of the 
variant quarto plays. Indeed, it may be said that ‘ faith unfaithful 
kept him falsely true,’ for he rejects such obviously certain con¬ 
jectures as Theobald’s ‘dedicate its beauty to the sun.’ He did 
not study the text of previous editors with the care which he 
devoted to the old copies, and, in several cases, he assigns an 
emendation to the wrong person. Malone made a careful investi¬ 
gation of the relative value of quartos and folios. He is not far 
wrong when he says that the editor of the second folio and Pope 
‘ were the two great corrupters of our poet’s text.’ Steevens now 
once more comes upon the scene ; but his reappearance ruined his 
reputation as a textual critic. He published a new edition in 
1793 , with the sole object of displacing that of Malone. It was 
obviously impossible for Steevens to surpass Malone in fidelity to 
the quartos and folios; hence, he declares 

it is time instead of a servile and timid adherence to the ancient copies, when 
(offending against sense and metre) they furnish no real help, that a future 
editor, well acquainted with the phraseology of our author’s age, should he at 
liberty to restore some apparent meaning to his corrupted lines, and a decent 
flow to his obstructed versification. 

Steevens took this liberty and emulated Pope in ‘indulging his 
private sense.’ Hallam’s estimate of the two editors is just: 

Malone and Steevens were two laborious commentators on the meaning 
of words and phrases; one dull, the other clever; but the dulness was accom¬ 
panied by candour and a love of truth, the cleverness by a total absence of 
both. 

A new edition of Malone’s text was brought out by a son of 
James Boswell, Johnson’s biographer, in 1821. It contains an 
accumulated mass of information, which has been of great service 
to later editors. But the confused arrangement of its contents 
and the bulk of its notes entailed upon Malone a reputation for 
dulness and stupidity which approaches that of the first hero of 
TheDunciad. Walpole said that Malone’s notes were an ‘extract 
of all the opium that is spread through the works of all the bad 
playwrights of that age’; and, among later writers, G. H. Lewes 
has endeavoured to exaggerate this censure \ 

^ Boawell a chief service to the text was his fiual vindication of the reading ‘like 
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Of detached criticism on Shakespeare’s text, the Ohservations 
and Conjectures of Thomas Tyrwhitt (1766) is worthy of mention, 
Joseph Ritson shows some acquaintance with the original 
authorities in his Remarlcs (1783) and in The Quip Modest (1788), 
in which he criticises Johnson and Steevens’s edition and Reed’s 
revision. Monck Mason’s Comments (1785) and further Comments 
(1807) contain some of the best detached criticism of the time. 
Malone’s text left nothing to be done which faithful adherence to 
the old copies could achieve. But the variant quarto plays still 
afforded scope for critical discrimination between the readings of 
quarto and folio. 

Nineteenth century editors may be distinguished broadly by 
their attitude to these two texts. Samuel Weller Singer (1826) 
mainly followed the text of Malone. He led a revolt against 
superfluous notes and bulky volumes ; but he went to the opposite 
extreme. Out of scores of emendations incorporated in it, chiefly 
from Theobald, only a few are assigned to their authors, while, in 
the Life prefixed to the edition, we are told that ‘Tlieobald did 
not wholly abstain from conjecture, but the palm of conjectural 
criticism was placed much too high for the reach of his hand.’ 
Singer was the first to attempt a refutation of Collier’s ‘ corrector.’ 
Hudson followed in his footsteps with another well printed and 
convenient edition (1851—2). His introductions deal ably with 
textual questions, but his chief merits lie on the literary side. 
Payne Collier, in his first edition (1844), shows distinct bias in 
favour of the quartos k The text is marred by the retention of 
many errors, owing to a slavish adherence to the old copies. 
Collier is quite supercilious towards former editors, expressing 
doubts about ‘a’ babbled o’ green fields,’ and retaining ‘strange 
companions’ for ‘stranger companies’ in the passage in A Mid¬ 
summer Night’s Dream, to the detriment of rime, metre and 
sense. When he does adopt a conjecture, he speaks of it as 
though it were only the correction of an obvious misprint. Collier 
now underwent as sudden and as complete a conversion as Steevens 

the base Indian,’ in Othello, by quoting, together with a passage from Habington’s 
Castara, from The Women’s Conquest, by Edward Howard (1671): 

—Behold my queen— 

Who with no more concern I’le cast away 
Than Indians do a pearl that ne’re did know 
Its value. 

1 Thus, where Othello says 

[Let] all indign and base adversities 
Make head against my estimation 1 
he is almost alone in reading * reputation ’ with the quartos. 
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had passed tlirough before him. From a hopeless Tory among 
editors, he now developed into a confirmed Radical. His own 
Notes and Emendations appeared in 1853. Certain of these con¬ 
jectures are amongst the best produced in the nineteenth century, 
and some among them are quite in Theobald’s style\ But most 
of the emendations in his book recall Warburton’s eccentricities. 
Nevertheless, had they been given to the world as his own sugges¬ 
tions, Collier’s fame would still be untarnished. As a matter of 
fact, he deceived the very elect into believing that these emenda¬ 
tions were corrections in a seventeenth century hand in his copy of 
the second folio (the ‘Perkins folio’), until Nicholas Hamilton, of 
the British Museum, proved them to be fabrications. 

A magnificent folio edition was begun in 1853 and completed 
in 1865 by James Orchard Halliwell(-Phinipps). The text is very 
conservative, but contains more conjectures than Collier had 
admitted. Its chief value lay in the fact that, for the first time, 
full materials for the study of the text were embraced in one 
edition. Several old quartos are here reprinted, and facsimiles of 
parts of other old texts ; and the notes give a very full account of 
variant readings. Though Halliwell-Phillipps will chiefly be remem¬ 
bered by his antiquarian researches, his reproductions of the first 
folio and the quartos were of immense service to the textual study 
of Shakespeare. 

Nikolaus Delius (1854) adopted the first folio as the standard 
authority for the text of all the plays, and carried out his work 
with a critical sagacity which makes his text valuable to all 
scholars. This principle has been shown to be unsound, so far as 
the duplicate and doublet quarto plays are concerned. The first 
quarto, from which the folio text was derived, ought to be the 
basis of the text of the duplicate quarto plays, and Delius is 
compelled, at times, to depart from his principle. Thus, in The 
Merchant q/* Femce (act ii, sc. 5, 29), folios have ‘the vile squealing 
of the wry-neck’d fife.’ Delius reads ‘squeaking,’ with the first 
quarto. So, again, with the doublet quartos. In Hamlet {act i, 

1 In Polonius’s speech (act I, sc. 3 , 109), Collier reads: 

Tender yonrself more dearly; 

Or—^not to crack the ■wind of the poor phrase, 

Eunning it thus—-you’ll tender me a fool, 

(Quartos ‘Wrong’ and folios ‘Eoaming.’) Again, Ooriolanus says (act nr, so. 1, 131) 
(according to the folios) 

Ho-w shall this bosome multiplied digest 
The senate’s courtesy? 

Collier conjectured ‘ beson multitude,’ which Dyce improved to ‘ bisson.’ 
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sc. 1 , 65), the quartos (including the defective quarto) read ‘jump 
at this dead hour.’ The folios have ‘just’ Delius followed the 
quartos in his first edition, though he comes round to the folio 
in his second. On the other hand, his principle rightly applies to 
the variant quarto plays. His text of these plays is probably the 
best extant from a critical point of view. But, in two pamphlets 
on Richard III and King Lear —the best studies extant of the 
relations between the quarto and folio text—he rejects the theory 
of a later revision by Shakespeare. The quarto and folio text, he 
concludes, both represent the same original; but the quarto is an 
inferior pirated copy. Howard Staunton introduced many im¬ 
provements into his edition (1860) from the text of Dyce. He 
shows a sound judgment on textual questions, and considerable 
resource in emendation. His notes contain a fairly full textual 
apparatus in very brief compass. He followed the folio text 
in the main for the variant quarto plays, except in the case of 
Richard III, and introduced several fresh readings from the 
defective quarto in Romeo and Juliet. 

Grant White (1861) may be mentioned in the same connection, 
inasmuch as he professed that his text was founded ‘ exclusively 
upon that of the first folio,’ which marks him as a disciple of Delius. 

‘The sxiperior antiquity of the quarto texts,’ he remarks, ‘is not infre¬ 
quently brought to the attention of the critical reader of Shakespeare in 
support of a reading taken from some one of those texts—as if the age of a 
surreptitiously printed edition could supply its lack of authenticity!’ 

The plays in which the folio text is taken from the ‘ surrep¬ 
titious ’ edition are here entirely ignored. Yet his text draws on 
the quartos almost as much as on the folios. He is often even one 
of a minority who follow the quarto. In spite of this inconsistency, 
however, his textual studies have a distinct value. His opinions, 
though always vigorously expressed, have often been hastily 
formed, as when he prints ‘Judean’ in his text, but favours 
‘Indian’ in his notes. 

Alexander Dyce’s acuteness and soundness of judgment enabled 
him to produce what his reviewer called ‘the best text which has yet 
been given to the world ’ (1857). He showed a fine discrimination, 
with regard both to the quarto and folio readings, and to the con¬ 
jectures which he admitted into the text. He was well versed 
in Elizabethan literature, and thoroughly conversant with his 
authorities. He had already given evidence of his ability in his 
Remavhs on Collier’s and Charles Knight’s editions; and, in 1859, 
he mercilessly exposed the absurdity of many of the ‘corrections’ 
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put forward by Collier. His conjectures are never wide of the 
mark, and some have been generally adopted. One example may 
be given from Part III of Henry VI, where the folios make 
Henry say: 

Let me embi-ace the sower Adversaries 

For wise men say it is the wisest course h 

Dyce restored a certain reading in ‘Let me embrace thee, sour 
Adversity.’ 

He paved the way for what has now become the standard text 
of Shakespeare —The Cambridge Shakespeare, 1863—6, edited by 
W. G. Clark and W. Aldis Wright. The introductions contain the 
safest guide as to authorities for the text, and the notes form a 
complete apparatus criticus of the text. The variant and doublet 
quartos whose texts differ too widely from the folio to allow of 
collation in the notes are printed in full. If this edition errs at all, 
it is in exhibiting too great a partiality for the quartos in the case 
of the variant quarto plays, and in giving to modern (mostly futile) 
conjectures too much valuable space in the notes, which might 
have been better filled by recording the coincidences of the chief 
editions with the folio or quarto text—small flaws in a work which 
is a monument of editorial judgment and accurate scholarship, 
as well as of careful typography. 


i Act :ii, so. 1, 24. 
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GEN’EALOaT OP THE TEXT 0¥ RICHARD III 

This play offers quite the most difficult problem in the criticism of Shake¬ 
speare’s text. It contains the Tariations usually found in the variant quarto 
plays, but in far greater numbers (act i, sc. 1, 13 lute Fi love Qq; 26 see 
Fi spy Qq; 133 play Fi prey Qq; 138 St John Fj St Paul Qq; act i, 
sc. 2, 11 wounds Fi holes Qq; 28 young Fi poore Qq; 76 crimes Fi 
euills Qq; 94 murd’rous Fi bloudy Qq; 105 better Pi fitter Qq; 175 brest Fi 
bosom Qq; act i, sc. 3, 5 eyes Fi words Qq; 67 children Fj kindred Qq; 125 
spent Fi spilt Qq; 147 soueraigme Pi lawful Qq; 273 peace, peace Pi have 
done Qq; 305 muse why Fi wonder Qq; act i, sc. 4, 18 falling Fi stumbling 
Qq; 46 sowre Fi grim Qq; act ii, sc. 2, 46 nere changing night Fi perpetuall 
rest Qq etc.). 

The folio text seems to show that the editors not only introduced many 
emendations but made some collation of the quarto copies. 

(1) In act II, sc. 3, 43 ensuing dangers Qq Pursuing danger Fi the catch¬ 
word in the folio is ‘ensuing.’ The editor therefore had the quarto text 
before him, but altered it. 

(2) In act I, sc. 2,19 to adders spiders toads 

Or any creeping venom’d thing that lives Qq 
to Wolves to Spiders toads etc. Fi 

The context plainly shows that the alteration has been made in the folio. 

(3) Act I, sc. 2, 212; act iii, sc. 1, 190 Crosby Place Qq is altered to 
Crosby House Fi. But in act i, sc. 3, 345 Crosby Place Qq Ff. Act ii, sc. 4, 
35 perilous or perillous of Qq is altered to parlous Pi; act iii, sc. 1, 154 Fj 
reads perillous as Q] Qg. Act i, sc. 2, 27-28; act iv, sc. 1, 76-77 As ... As is 
altered to More ... then Fi. 137 slew Qq kill’d Ff; act i, sc. 3, 119 slowest 
Qq killd’st Ff. 282 princely Qq noble Ff; act in, sc. 4, 66 noble Qq princely 
Pf. These examples point to systematic altei*ation, which was sometimes 
omitted through oversight. 

(4) Oaths and sacred names are, as usual, modified in the folio. But a 
very unusual phenomenon is their presence in the folio, in some cases where 
they are either omitted or toned down in the quartos (act ii, sc. 3,46 Marry 
Fi om. Qq; act in, so. 4, 99 God Fi Heaven Qq). These must have come 
from the other copy, from which the additional passages came. 

(5) The coincidences between Pi and Qi show that the first quarto was 
used (act i, sc. 1, 21 scarse Qi Qs Fi om. the rest; act i, so. 2, 115 keen Qi 
keene Fi kind or kinde the rest; 206 devoted suppliant Qi devoted servant 
Fi suppliant the rest; act i, so. 3, 26 false accusers Qi Q 2 Fi accusers the 
rest; 178 faultless Qi Q 2 Fi om. the rest; 246 poisonous Qi Fi poisoned the 
rest; act i, so. 4,139 purse Qi Qa Fi piece or peeee the rest; act n, sc. 4, 30 
biting or byting Qi Fi pretie, pretty, etc. the rest; act in, sc. 4, 45 sudden Fi 
sodaine Qi soone the rest; 59 looks Qi Fi face the rest; act in, sc. 5, 42 form 
Q, Qa Fi course the rest; act it, sc. 4, 25 Harry Qi Qa Fi Mary the rest; 170 
Thy prime of manhood daring bold and venturous Qi Q 2 Fi om. the rest). 

E. L. V 
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( 6 ) F] agrees with Q 3 in many cases in act iii and act v, showing that 
Qs was probably collated for parts of the play (act in, sc. 1 , 63 seems Q 0 
thinkst Q 3 think’st Fi; 78 all-ending Qj ending Q^, Q 3 Fj; 96 loving Q, J 
noble Qs Fi; 97 dread Qj Qa deare Q 3 Fi; 120 heavy Qi waightie or weightie 
Qa Qa Fi; act V, sc. 3, 351 helmes Qi Q2 helpes Qs Fjj 255 sweate Qi Qj sweare 
Qs Fi; 82 loving Qj Qg noble Qs Fj; 125 deadly Qi om. Qg Qs Fj; 222 see Q, Q, 
heare Qs Fj; 338, Fight Qj Qj Right Qs Fj; act v, sc. 5, 7 enjoy it Qi Qa om. 
Q 3 F 1 ). 

The omissions in the quarto text show that it was adapted for the stage 
(act I, sc. 2,16; 25; 155-166; act i, sc. 3,116; 167-9; act i, so. 4,36-37; 69-72 • 
84; 113-4; 166; 213; 257-260; 266; act n, sc. 1, 25; 140; act n, sc. 2, 16- 
89-100; 123-140; act ii, sc. 4, 67; act iii, sc. 1, 172-3; act in, sc. 3, 7-8; 15 • 
act in, sc. 4, 104-7; act m, sc. 5, 7; 97; 103-5; act in, sc. 7, 8 ; 11; 24; 37 * 
98-99; 120; 127; 144-153; 202; 245; act iv, sc. 1, 2-6; 37; 98-104; act iv’ 
sc. 2, 2; act IV, sc. 4, 20-21; 28; 52-53; 103; 159; 172; 179; 221-234; 276-7- 
288-342; 387; 400; 429; 432; 451; 523; act v, sc. 3 , 27-8; 43 ). The text of 
the^ first folio was probably drawn from a library copy in the theatre, from 
which the quarto text had been adapted. The omissions in it are (with one 
exception) unimportant (act i, sc. 2 , 202 ; 225; act i, sc. 3 , 114; act i, sc. 4 
133-4; 14/; 148; 185-6; 209; 234; act 11 , sc. 2, 84-85; 145; act in, sc. 3,1- 
act in, sc. 4,10; 60; act ni, sc. 7, 43-44; 83; 220; act iv, sc. 1,19; act iv.sc. 2 
103-120; act iv, sc. 4,39; act v, sc. 3, 212-4). 




CHAPTER XII 


SHAKESPEARE ON THE CONTINENT 

It is a tribute to the force and originality of the Elizabethan 
drama that, while still at its prime, it should have found its way 
to the continent. The conditions of the time could hardly have 
been less favourable for interest to be felt in English drama 
outside England itself; for all continental opinion, or, at least, the 
continental opinion that prided itself on the possession of good 
taste, had fallen under the spell of the classic traditions of 
the renascence, and, in poetry, irregularity and lack of clearness 
were abhorred above all things. There was, thus, no possibility of 
compromise between Shakespearean drama and the literary ideals 
of Europe at the beginning of the seventeenth century. But, as 
a matter of fact, English drama did not reach the continent by 
way of literary channels at all. It was conveyed, not by books, 
but by actors, and had little to do with literature in the strict 
sense of that term. 

Towards the end of the sixteenth century, and throughout the 
seventeenth, English actors from time to time crossed the channel 
and played in Dutch, German and Scandinavian towns, wandering 
as far north as Copenhagen and Stockholm, as far east as Danzig, 
Konigsberg and Warsaw and as far south as Vienna and Innsbruck. 
They took with them the masterpieces of Elizabethan drama in 
garbled acting versions, the more garbled, undoubtedly, owing 
to the fact that the foreign audiences before whom they played 
came to see even more than to hear. From the evidence of the 
Tipertoire lists, as well as from German versions of English plays, 
we are able to say with certainty that, of Shakespeare’s works, 
Titm Andronicus, Hamlet, King Lear, Romeo and Jidiet nnd. 
The Merchant of Venice were played in some form on the con¬ 
tinent in the course of the seventeenth century; and it is highly 
probable that this list may be increased by the addition of The 
Comedy of Errors, A Midsummer Eight’s D7'eam (or, at least, 
the comic interlude of that drama), The Tamhig of the Shrew, 
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Othello and Julius Caesar. The success of these English com¬ 
panies induced German actors to adopt their methods and to 
translate their repertoire, and, in 1620, and again in 1630, there 
appeared at Leipzig collections of German versions of the plays 
which the Englische Comoedianten had in their list. 

That English actors should also have tried their fortune in 
France was natural, but we have only the vaguest references to 
such visits ; in 1604, an English troupe performed at Fontaine¬ 
bleau, but it is impossible to say with what plays they attempted 
to win the interest of the French court. In the absence of proof 
and the still more significant absence of any knowledge of the 
English drama on the part of French critics who had never visited 
England, it seems probable that, in the metropolis of seventeenth 
century culture, the main attractions on which English players 
relied were acrobatic tricks and buffoonery. 

In spite of the comparative popularity of Shakespeare’s plays 
in Germany in this early period, there is no evidence that the 
English poets name was known to any of his adapters or trans¬ 
lators, or to any member of the public before whom the pieces 
were acted.^ This, perhaps, is not surprising, so far as the crude 
and vulgarised versions of the Comoedianten were concerned; 
but it is not unreasonable to expect that native dramatists, who 
were eager enough to imitate the new English models, might have 
evinced some curiosity with regard to the author or authors of 
these models. This, however, was not the case; no trace of Shake¬ 
speare’s name is anywhere to be found. ‘The only German of the 
seventeenth century,’ says Creizenach, ‘ who can be proved to have 
taken an interest in the works of Shakespeare and his contem¬ 
poraries was the elector Karl Ludwig of the Palatinate, who had 
been m England in the years 1635—7.’ In his correspondence 
wffh his ^ister, duchess Sophia of Hanover, he quotes from TU 
Uerinj^uoes ofW%ndsor, and she, in one of her letters, uses the 
ng is words he leads apes in hell,’ which have been assumed 
to refer to a passage in act ii, sc. 1 of Much Ado about Nothing. 
±iut even in this correspondence there is no mention of Shake¬ 
speare s name. 

_ The mfluence of Shakespeare on both the German and the Dutch 
aramaoi the seTenteenth century is, however, clearly demonstrahle, 
^ curiosity as to the name and person- 

ahty of the English poet. In the case of the oldest German 
tomatist who imitated the methods of the Comoedianten, the 
Nurnherg notary Jacob Ayrer, there are chronological difficulties 
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in the way of describing this influence as Shakespearean; the 
resemblance which his Comedia von der schonen Sidea bears 
to The Tempest, and his Schone Phoenicia to Much Ado about 
Nothing, seems to point rather to common sources than to 
actual borrowing. It is, however, just possible that Shakespeare 
obtained some knowledge of 8idea from English actors. In 
any case, Ayrer did not stand on a much higher level than the 
nameless German adapters, and it was hardly likely he should 
have any greater curiosity as to the authorship of his models. 
About a generation later, Andreas Gryphius based his comedy or, 
rather, farce, Ahsurda comiea, oder Herr Peter Squentz, on the 
interlude of A Midsummer Night’s Dream. The nature and 
method of Gryphius’s borrowing are still wrapped in mystery; 
but it seems clear that his knowledge of the English comedy 
was not immediate. He himself, if his statement is to be trusted, 
obtained the materials for his Peter Squentz from the learned 
Daniel Schwenter, professor at the university of Altdorf; but it 
is not possible to say whether Schwenter actually knew Shake¬ 
speare’s work, or, as is more likely, became acquainted with 
A Midsummer Night’s Dream, in a Dutch adaptation. Here 
again, however, we find no mention of Shakespeare’s name. Still 
later, at the very end of the seventeenth century, Christian Weise, 
a prolific writer of school dramas in Zittau, made a lengthy version 
of The Taming of the Shreiv, under the title Comodie von der 
bosen Catherine, which goes back directly or indirectly to Shake¬ 
speare. But he, too, is silent with regard to his source. The 
hypothesis of a Dutch intermediary in the case of both Gryphius 
and Weise receives some support from the fact that the two 
comedies by Shakespeare which they adapted are also to be 
found in Dutch seventeenth century literature. The Pyramus 
and Thisbe episode from A Midsummer Night’s Dream forms 
the basis of Matthus Gramsbergen’s Kluehtige Tragedie of den 
Hartoog van Pierlepon (1650), and The Taming of the Shrew 
was reproduced by A. Sybant in alexandrines as De dolle Bruyloft, 
Bley-eyndend-Spel, in 1654. 

A second period in the history of Shakespeare’s fame and 
influence outside England begins with the awakening of an in¬ 
terest in the poet’s name and personality. Jusserand has dis¬ 
covered what is probably the earliest occurrence of the name 
Shakespeare on the continent, in a manuscript entry in the 
catalogue of the French king’s library (1675—84) by the royal 
librarian, Nicolas Clement. But the first printed mention of the 
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name is to be found in a German book published in 1682, Unter- 
ricM von der Teutschen Sprache und Poesie, by the once famous 
Polyhistor of Kiel, Daniel Georg Morhof. Three or four years 
later, the name appears for the first time in a printed French 
book. So far, however, it is merely a question of Shakespeare’s 
name and nothing more; and, for the next few years, the con¬ 
tinent’s knowledge of Shakespeare extended little beyond isolated 
remarks copied from Temple’s Essay on Poetry, which had been 
translated into French in 1693. The earliest biographical lexicon 
which took notice of Shakespeare was Johann Franz Buddeus’s 
Allgemeines Historisches Lexicon (1709); and, from Buddeus, the 
ludicrously inadequate notice—copied from that in Collier’s His¬ 
torical Dictionary (1701—21)—^passed into the various editions 
of Johann Burckhard Mencke’s Gelelirten-Lexicon (1715, 1725, 
1733). Shakespeare, however, is not mentioned either in Bayle’s 
Dictionnaire historique et critique (1697, 1702, 1740), or in the 
German translation of Bayle published by Gottsched and his 
coterie in 1741—4 ; but Mor^ri made good the deficiency by 
briefly mentioning him in the 1735 edition of his SuppUment. 

The chief factor in spreading a knowledge of English literature 
on the continent at the end of the seventeenth, and beginning of 
the eighteenth, centuries was the revocation of the edict of Nantes, 
in 1685, which, by expelling the French Huguenots from France’ 
forced them to settle in Holland, England and Germany. Such of 
these men as were interested in literature turned their attention 
to the books of the people among whom they were thrown, 
thus opening up avenues for the exchange of ideas between the 
different nations of Europe, and placing at the very outset a cos¬ 
mopolitan stamp on the thought and literature of the eighteenth 
century. The printing presses of Holland were especially called 
into requisition in this ^ internationalising ’ process; English 
literature was reprinted and translated into French at Amster¬ 
dam and the Hague; French journals, especially those published 
in Holland, contained regular correspondence from abroad on 
literary matters, and their example was soon followed by German 
and Itahan learned periodicals. It would have been strange had 
Shakespeare not benefited by this interchange of ideas between 
ngland and the continent, and his name^—in strangely varying 
orthography occurs with increasing frequency in French periodi¬ 
cals of the time. Addison’s Spectator^ of which the first French 
translation^ was published at Amsterdam in 1714 (frequently 
reprinted in succeeding years), although not fully elucidatory 
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about Shakespeare, was at least adapted to awaken curiosity; 
the 'Dissertation sur la po6sie anglaise; published in Le Journal 
litter air e, in I7l7, helped materially; and B^at de Muralt had 
also something to say of Shakespeare in his Lettres sur les 
Anglois (1725). But all these beginnings were soon to be 
eclipsed by Voltaire; and, with the appearance of that winter’s 
Lettres philosophiques (or Lettres sur les Anglais), in 1733, the 
tentative period of Shakespeare’s continental fame comes to a close. 

Voltaire’s attitude to Shakespeare is one of the most difficult 
problems calling for notice in the present chapter. On the one 
hand, there is no doubt that Voltaire did more than any other 
writer of the eighteenth century to familiarise the continent with 
Shakespeare; on the other, it is exceedingly difficult to do justice 
to his pioneer work, by reason of the foolish, and often flippant, 
antagonism to the English poet which he developed in later years. 
The tendency of recent writers on the subject has been to ascribe 
too much in that antagonism to purely personal motives and 
injured vanity, and to overlook the forces that lay behind Voltaire. 
For, after all, it was hardly a personal matter at all; it was the 
last determined struggle of the classicism of the seventeenth 
century, with its Cartesian lucidity and regularity, to assert itself 
against new and insidious forces which were making themselves 
felt in literature and criticism. It was Voltaire’s lot to fight in 
this losing battle to the bitter end; he was himself too much 
immersed in the spirit of the seventeenth century to discover, like 
his contemporary Lessing, a way of reconciling new ideas with the 
old classic faith. 

Voltaire came over to England in 1726 without any direct 
knowledge of Shakespeare, but prepared, to some extent, by the 
utterances of emigrant journalism, to find English tragedy not 
merely in childish ignorance of the rules of polite literature, but, 
also, barbarous and sanguinary. He was filled with curiosity, 
however, and eager to learn. He had opportunities of seeing 
Shakespeare’s dramas on the English stage, he noted the enthu¬ 
siasm of English audiences and—in spite of the inward protests 
of his better ‘taste—he himself shared in that enthusiasm for 
the wayward errors of genius. Either because of the exceptional 
opportunities he had of seeing Julius Caesar on the stage, or 
because that play, owing to its classic analogies, was more ac¬ 
cessible to a mind that had been nurtured on seventeenth century 
tragedy, it appealed vnth special force to Voltaire. Possibly, an¬ 
other reason for his interest in Julius Caesar vfm the fact that two 
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writers of the time, the duke of Buckingham and the Italian abb4 
Antonio Conti {11 Cesare, 1726), had already shown the possibility 
of adapting that tragedy to the ‘regular’ stage. However that 
may be, Voltaire was convinced that the best means of conveying 
some knowledge of the English form of tragedy to his countrymen 
was by a Roman drama. He began by writing Brutus, which w^as 
played towards the end of 1730, and published in the following 
year with a lengthy preface addressed to his friend Bolingbroke, 
Here, his earlier assertions about Shakespeare were repeated with 
more emphasis and point. A more direct attempt to familiarise 
France with Shakespeare w^as La Mort de Cesar (published in 
1735, but written in 1731), in which, within the space of three acts, 
he reproduced the gist, and at least some of the glaring ‘impro¬ 
prieties,’ of the Shakespearean tragedy. After Julius Caesar, the 
play which seems to have attracted Voltaire most—his knowledge 
of Shakespeare, it must be remembered, was exceedingly limited— 
was Hamlet. And just as the crowd in the former play had a 
peculiar fascination for him, so the ghost scenes in Hamlet 
suggested to him another means of widening the conventions of 
the pseudo-classic stage by what was, after all, a return to a 
favourite element of the early renascence tragedy on the Senecan 
model. He introduced a ghost into the unsuccessful tragedy 
Briphyle (1732), and, again, into Semiramis (1748). It was the 
latter that gave Lessing the opportunity for his famous criticism, 
in which he proved what might surely have occurred to Voltaire 
himself, that the introduction of the supernatural was inconsistent 
with the canons of French classic art, and only possible in the 
chiaroscuro of a naturalism untrammelled by artificial rules. In 
his Zaire (1733), Voltaire endeavoured to utilise Othello for the 
purposes of classic tragedy; and, in Mahomet (1742), he laid some 

scenes of Jfc^c&e^7^ under contribution. 


For a time, Voltaire had it almost entirely his own way with 
regard to Shakespeare on the continent. He had awakened 
curiosity; and, henceforth, every one who crossed the channel— 
Montesquieu among others—was expected to bring back with 
him impressions of England’s interesting poet. In prefaces to 
his tragedies and in his correspondence, Voltaire rang the changes 
on the views he had already expressed in his Lettres philo- 
sophipies, with more or less piquant variety. These views were 
tamihar to the entire continent, and the periodical press, especially 
in Frapce and m Holland, felt obliged to take up a critical attitude 
towards them, either refuting Voltaire’s modest claims in the 
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interests of ‘good taste,’ or espousing Shakespeare’s cause with 
a warmth which awakened mixed feelings in Voltaire himself. 
Voltaire’s dramas, too, were played on all stages that made any 
pretension to be in touch with literature; and, although the 
author himself was by no means ready to acknowledge his in¬ 
debtedness, his Moft de CCsar was generally regarded as the one 
accessible specimen of a Shakespearean tragedy. 

Among French admirers of Shakespeare, however, there was 
one, abb4 Provost, whose knoAvledge of England and the English 
was more profound than Voltaire’s and whose enthusiasm was 
much less equivocal. He visited England in 1728; he wrote 
of the English theatre with warm appreciation in his Memoirs', 
and, in 1738, he devoted several numbers of his journal Le Pour 
et Oontre solely to Shakespeare, whom he discussed with a 
freedom from classic prejudice to be found in no other conti¬ 
nental writer at that time. But Provost seems to have been a 
little in advance of his age, and his views made little impression 
compared with the interest shown everywhere in Voltaire’s utter¬ 
ances on the subject of English tragedy. Louis Riccoboni, however, 
in his BCJlexions historiques et critiques sur les diffCrents TMdtres 
de VEurope (1738), a book that was widely read throughout the 
continent, gave Shakespeare—in spite of a rather distorted account 
of the poet’s life—his place at the head of English dramatic 
literature. Abb4 Le Blanc devoted a number of his Lettres d’un 
Frangais (1745) to Shakespeare; and, although his views are 
essentially bounded by the pseudo-classic horizon, he at least, as 
Jusserand has pointed out, attempted to do justice to the charm 
of Shakespeare’s style. Lastly, mention should be made of Louis 
Racine, son of the poet, who, in an essay on his father’s genius 
(1752), vindicated the greatness of the classic drama by a com¬ 
parison of Shakespeare with Sophocles. 

In Italy, so far as the Italy of this period had any views 
about Shakespeare at all, Voltaire’s opinions dominated. Abb4 
Conti’s Cesare has already been mentioned, and, in the intro¬ 
ductory epistles to that tragedy, lie acknowledged his indebtedness, 
through the duke of Buckingham, to the famous English poet 
‘Sasper’; Scipione Mallei referred to Shakespeare in 1736, while 
Francisco Quadrio, who first really introduced Shakespeare to 
the Italians, merely repeated in his Storia e della Ragione 
dJ ogni Poesid (1739—52) what Voltaire had written. In Germany, 
bn the other hand, there were some attempts, if not to subvert, at 
least to modify, the Voltaii’ean dogma. In fact, Germany stole a 
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march on France, in so far as she possessed, as early as 1741 
a real translation—the first translation of a Shakespearean drama 
into any language—of Julius Caesar. The author, Caspar Wilhelm 
von Borck, was Prussian ambassador in London between 1735 and 
1738, and, doubtless, like Voltaire himself, experienced the piquant 
charm of English representations of that tragedy. Possibly, the 
translation may have been, in some measure, due to a desire on 
Borck’s part to show his countrymen that Voltaire’s ifor# de 
Cesar, in spite of its author’s protestations, gave a very imperfect 
idea of the original. But it is not to be supposed that, at heart, 
Borck was at variance with the standard of dramatic excellence 
set up by Voltaire, and he conformed to that standard by 
translating Shakespeare into the German alexandrines which did 
service for translations of Voltaire’s tragedies. This version, Der 
Tod des Julius Caesar, however, not merely gave men like 
Lessing, and, doubtless. Herder also, their first glimpse of the 
English poet, but it also led to the earliest German controversy 
on Shakespeare’s art. Johann Christoph Gottsched, the repre¬ 
sentative of classicism in Germany at that time, asserted the 
superior standpoint of Voltaire, with an intellectual arrogance be¬ 
yond even that which distinguished the French critic’s methods; 
but, in so doing, he awakened a certain respect for the ‘ drunken 
savage’ in one of his own disciples, Johann Elias Schlegel. This 
young writer Voltairean as he was—^presumed to detect merits 
in Shakespeare which, although admittedly at variance with the 
requirements of French classicism, were at least justified by the 
practices of a German dramatist of an older generation, Andreas 
Gryphius. In Switzerland, about the same time, Johann Jakob 
Bodmer instinctively felt that the ‘ Sasper ’ with whom his Italian 
authorities had acquainted him, and whom he had found praised 
in The Spectator, might be a useful ally in his controversy with 
the Leipzig classicists concerning the legitimacy of the ‘marvellous’ 
in poetry; but of Shakespeare’s works, Bodmer, at this time, seems 
to have known little or nothing. 

A new development of the Shakespeare question on the con¬ 
tinent began with the publication of the earliest French translation 
of his works. In 1745, the year in which Le Blanc’s letters ap¬ 
peared, Pierre Antoine de La Place began his series of translations 
of English plays by publishing two volumes containing 
The Third JPart of Henry YI, Richard III, Hamlet and Macheth. 
So acceptable were these volumes to the public that they were 
followed by other two, coutahiing Cymheline, Julius Caesar, 



Translations of La Place 


291 


Antony and Cleopatra, Timon of Athens (according to Shadwell) 

5 »/ Windsor. In but one case, however, 

did he translate the entire play, namely Richard III’ for the 
rest, he was content to summarise in a connecting narrative what 
seemed to him the less important scenes. He also gave an 
abstract of the plots of twenty-six other Shakespearean plays. 
Moreover he prefaced his translation with an introduction on the 


1 -x- n 01 1 -voij/ nuorai views on the 

legitimacy of Shakespeare’s art. This work attracted wide at- 

but on the continent generally, 
and the de TrCvoux devoted no less than seven articli 

to its discussion. In one respect. La Place’s translation brought 
about an immediate effect; it awakened Voltaire’s reseutment. 
Always sensitive where his personal vanity was concerned, he was 
hurt to the quick by the presumption of this unknown author 
who wrested from him his laurels as the European authority 
on Shakespeare and the sole judge of how much the continent 
ought to know of the barbarian poet, and—what was worse— 
who ventured to speak of Shakespeare in terms of praise which he, 
Voltaire, regarded as dangerous. As a matter of fact. La Place’s 
translation helped materially to undermine Voltaire’s authority as 
a Shakespearean critic; henceforth, Voltaire fell more and more 
into the background, and was looked upon, even in otherwise 
fiiendly quarters, as cherishing an unreasonable prejudice against 
the English poet. And, as the years advanced, his antagonism to 
Shakespeare became increasingly embittered and violent. 


A more liberal spirit—thanks, mainly, to the initiative of 
Voltaire himself- was making itself felt in French criticism; and, 
from^ about the middle of the century onwards, there was an ap¬ 
preciable body of educated opinion, especially among the younger 
writers, which regarded Shakespeare in a favourable light, and 
cherished the hope that his example might break the stiffening 
bonds of the classic canon. The anglomanie which set in with 
considerable force after the middle of the century, the frequent 
visits to England of Frenchmen interested in literature, and the 
fame of Garrick, who had many French friends and correspondents, 
were all in favour of a sympathetic attitude towards Shakespeare, or, 
at least, ensured that the controversy about him should be carried 
on with some kind of mutual understanding. On the whole, however, 
the French standpoint towards the English poet held its own in 
these years, and the drawing together of the two countries had 
resulted in a nearer approach of English criticism to that of France, 
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rather than the reverse. Still, Frenchmen began now to study 
the English theatre historically; Le Nouveau Bictionnaire 1m- 
torique (a supplement to Bayle) devoted, in 1756, no less than 
six pages to an article on Shakespeare, and the authors of the 
Encydopedie mentioned him repeatedly. It was thus no wonder 
that a few bold spirits had even the temerity to prefer Shake¬ 
speare to Corneille. Such, at least, was the implication in an 
anonymous article, professedly translated from the English, entitled 
* Par allele entre Shalcespear et Corneille, which appeared in Le 
Journal EiicydopMique in 1760. This article, together with a 
second one in which Otway was held up as superior to Racine, 
offended Voltaire deeply ; he felt that the honour of France must 
be vindicated at all costs, and, in the following year, he launched 
his Appel d toutes les Nations de VEurope. This ‘ appeal ’ does 
not appear, however, either then or in 1764, when it was re¬ 
published under the pseudonym of ‘J4rome Carrd,’ to have 
awakened any widespread desire among the nations to bring the 
rival poets before a French tribunal of Voltaire’s making. 

Meanwhile, the sentimental movement, which set in in full 
force with Rousseau, was distinctly favourable to Shakespeare’s 
reputation in France; Diderot felt the power of the ‘Gothic 
colossus’ and expressed his views with that fervent emphasis 
which was characteristic of him ; and, in Sebastien Mercier, there 
arose a critic of power and originality, whose influence was not 
restricted to France. Mercier’s treatise Du TMdtre, ou Nouvel 
Essai sur I’Art dramatique (1773), in fact, put the entire Shake¬ 
speare question in a new light; and, while Voltaire was still 
fencing with Horace Walpole and others about La Place and 
that translator s shortsighted policy in undermining good taste 
by making the English ‘ Gille de la foire ’ unnecessarily accessible 
to French readers, another blow fell on him which kindled his 
wrath anew. This was a new and much more ambitious translation 
of Shakespeare by Pierre P41icien Le Tourneur; with this publica- 
tipn, the French appreciation of the poet entered upon a new 
phase. 

The first volume of Le Tourneur’s work appeared in 1776 ; it is 
a sumptuous quarto and opens with an imposing list of subscribers 
headed by the king and queen. The quality of the translation— 
which is in pi’ose is not of a very high order ; but, compared 
with that of La Place and other contemporary efforts, it marks a 
very considerable advance. The introduction expatiates in no 
measured terms on the greatness and universality of Shakespeare’s 
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genius, on his insight into the human heart and his marveUous 
powers of painting nature. In this eulogy, Le Touraeur had not 

omitted to meiitioo as Shakespeare’s equals the French masters of 
the seventeenth century, Corneille, Racine and Moli^re ; but not a 
word was said of the French theatre of the translator’s own time. 
Voltaire^ was not merely indignant at the disgrace to France 
implied in placing Shakespeare on this pinnacle : he was incensed 
that his own name should not even have been mentioned on the 
Fiench roll of diamatic fame. The Appeal to all the Nations 
of Euvope had failed , he felt he must now approach the custodian 
of the nation s good name, the Academy. D’Alembert, secretary 
of the Academy, was not unwilling to meet Voltaire’s wishes ; and 
it was ultimately agreed that d’Alembert should read before a 
public meeting a letter by Voltaire on the dangers of Shakespeare 
to French taste. This actually took place on 25 August 1776. 
The old battery was drawn up anew, and once more the untutored 
mountebank was successfully routed j d’Alembert’s eloquent de¬ 
livery of his friend s appeal to the good sense of France was 
received with acclamation (broken only by an English boy of 
twelve who wanted to hiss Voltaire). But to Voltaire even 
this protest did not seem sufficient. A second letter followed on 
7 October, and was published as the preface to his last tragedy, 
IrUe, the performance of which had been Voltaire’s final triumph 
in Paris. ‘Shakespeare is a savage with sparks of genius which 
shine in a horrible night,’ This was Voltaire’s last word on the 
Shakespeare controversy. As Jusserand finely remarks, he who, 
all his life long, had been the champion of every kind of liberty 
refused it to tragedy alone. 

The dust raised by Voltaire’s last skirmish was long in subsiding. 
From England, naturally, came several protests: Mrs Montague, 
who had been present at the meeting of the Academy when 
Voltaire s letter was read, had her Essay on the Writings and 
Genius of Shalcespear (1764) translated into French, with a reply 
to Voltaire; Giuseppe Baretti, an Italian residing in London, wrote 
his Biscours sur Shahespeare et Jf. Voltaire (1777); Lessing’s 
Hamhurgische Bramatu/rgie was translated in the interests of 
Voltaire’s opponents, while La Harpe, on the other side, staunchly 
upheld the classic faith. But nothing could now undo the effects of 
the new force which had made itself felt in the French theatre, and 
even dramatists of unimpeachable ‘ taste,’ who abhorred irregulari¬ 
ties, introduced elements—death on the stage, infringements of the 
unities and the like—which pointed unmistakably to Shakespeare. 
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In the later years of the eighteenth century, his plays were adapted 
to the French stage by several hands and in many different ways * 
but only one of these adapters need be mentioned here, Jean 
Frangois Duels, who occupied Voltaire’s seat in the Academy. 
In his Hamlet (1769), Romeo et Juliette (1772), Le Roi Lear 
(1783), Macbeth (1784), Jean sans Terre (1791) and Othello (1792), 
Ducis succeeded in reconciling a very genuine enthusiasm for 
Shakespeare with what now seems to us an extraordinary lack of 
taste, in adapting him for presentation to the French theatre-goer. 
He was himself, however, ignorant of English and obliged to draw 
exclusively from French translations. But, in spite of these disad¬ 
vantages, Ducis succeeded where no one had succeeded before 
him: he made Shakespeare—mutilated, it may be, but still Shake¬ 
speare-popular on the French and on the Italian stage; and it 
was in the Othello of Ducis that Talma achieved one of his greatest 
triumphs. However we may condemn these distorted adaptations, 
we should at least remember to the credit of Ducis that his stage 
versions of Shakespeare’s plays outlived the French revolution, 
were still popular under the first empire and were remembered 
when Marie-Joseph Chenier’s Brutus et Cassius (1790), a play that 
may be described as the last attempt to reduce Julius Caesar to 
the law and order of classic taste, was forgotten. 

In the years when the French literary world was torn asunder 
by controversies as to what should be admired and imitated in 
Shakespeare, Germany was rapidly outdistancing France as the 
real leader of continental appreciation of Shakespeare. A critic 
had arisen here—^a greater than Voltaire—who not merely made 
Shakespeare a power of the first magnitude in his own literature, 
but also discovered the formula which was to reconcile the un¬ 
classic art of Shakespeare with the classic and humanitarian 
strivings of the eighteenth century. This was Gotthold Ephraim 
Lessing. We must, however, avoid the mistake of overestimating 
either Lessings services to the appreciation of Shakespeare in 
Germany, or his originality in judging the English poet. It is 
usual to scoff at the slender knowledge with which Voltaire pre¬ 
sumed to pass judgment on Shakespeare ; but, so far as Lessing’s 
printed work is concerned, he, also, gave no proof of any intimate 
familiarity with the poet’s works. To begin with, there is no 
doubt that, until at least the year 1753, Lessing’s actual acquaint¬ 
ance with Shakespeare was limited to Borck’s translation of 
Julius Caesar ] of critical judgments of Shakespeare he had read 
nothing more authoritative than Voltaire’s Letires 'philosophi(][iieSf 
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of which he had just translated and published in his journal, 
Beitrdge zur Historie und Aufnalime des Theaters^ the two letters 
on tragedy and comedy. From about the year 1753, however, 
Germany made rapid strides in her knowledge of Shakespeare; 
indeed, this was inevitable, considering how carefully Germans, in 
these years, followed the opinions of French writers and the French 
press. An article vigorously remonstrating against Gottsched’s 
standpoint appeared in Neue Erweiterungen der Erhenntnis mid 
des Vergnugens, in 1753, and was followed, three years later, by 
a prose translation of Richard III', while, in 1756, Lessing’s friend 
and later colleague, Nicolai, boldly put in a plea for the irregu¬ 
larity of the English stage in preference to the artificial regularity 
of the French stage. Lessing was willing enough to subscribe 
to these opinions and to echo them in his writings; his own 
interest in the English theatre at this time, however, was directed 
not to Shakespeare, but to the ‘ tragedy of common life ’; and, when, 
in the winter of 1756—7, he devoted himself seriously to the study 
of tragedy and its aesthetic basis, it was to Aristotle and to 
Sophocles he turned in the first instance. Lessing’s acquaintance 
with Shakespeare in the original seems to date from the year 1757, 
and fragments of dramas which have been preserved from that 
period bear testimony to the deep impression which Shakespeare 
had then made upon him. By 1759, Lessing had arrived at two 
conclusions of far-reaching significance with regard to the English 
poet. Neither was altogether new; but they were both expressed 
with a vigour and piquancy which at once riveted the attention 
of his contemporaries. One of these was that the drama of 
Shakespeare was akin to the German Volhsdrama ; and, on the 
gi'ound of this affinity, Lessing hoped that Germany might be 
assisted to a national drama of her own by imitating Shakespeare. 
The other conclusion, which was similar to opinions that were 
being freely expressed by iconoclasts in France itself, was parti¬ 
cularly attractive to the German literary world, weary as it was of 
the tyranny of classicism : it was to the effect that Shakespeare, in 
spite of his irregularities, was a greater and more Aristotelian poet 
—in other words, more akin to Sophocles—than the great Corneille. 
‘After the Oedipus of Sophocles, no piece can have more power 
over our passions than Othello, King Lear, Hamlet’ These bold 
assertions, which form a landmark in the history of German Shake¬ 
speare appreciation, are to be found in number 17 of Briefe die 
mueste Mteratur hetreffend, pnh\i^^(i on 16 February 1759. 

With this famous letter, Lessing’s significance as a pioneer of 
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Shakespeare in Germany reaches its climax. After 1759, he 
occasionally turned to Shakespeare to demonstrate a point of 
dramatic theory, or to clinch an argument, or to discredit the 
French; in the Hamhurgisclie Dramaturgie, which has disap¬ 
pointingly little to say about Shakespeare, he insisted on Shaken 
speare’s mastery as a delineator of character, on his kinship with 
the Greeks and on his essential observance of the Aristotelian canon; 
not for a moment would Lessing have admitted that Aristotle was 
a critic for all time because his theory of tragedy could be shown 
to be equally applicable to Sophocles and Shakespeare; rather, 
Shakespeare was a great poet because he could be proved to have 
obeyed the Greek lawgiver instinctively. In his later years, how¬ 
ever, Lessing—as his own Nathan der Weise shows—was, at heart, 
more in sympathy with Voltaire’s conception of tragedy than with 
Shakespeare’s. Leadership in matters of Shakespearean criticism 
passed rapidly into other and younger hands. 

A very few years after Lessing’s famous letter, the Germans were 
themselves in a position—and in a better position than their French 
neighbours—to form some idea of the English poet. Between 1762 
and 1766, appeared Ghristoph Martin Wieland’s translation of 
Shakespeare into prose. It was very far from being adequate J it 
was suggested, doubtless, in the first instance, by La Place’s 
French translations, and, like these, was in clumsy pBose; but, 
compared with what had preceded it in Germany—Borck’s Gmsm, 
a few fragmentary^ specimens of Shakespeare’s work in periodicals 
and a bad iambic translation of Romeo and Jidiet—it was an 
achievement no less great than Le Tourneur’s French translation 
at a somewhat later date. And, in one respect, no subsequent 
translation could vie with Wieland’s, namely, in its immediate 
influence upon German literature. Its faults are obvious enough; 
it is ludicrously clumsy, often ludicrously inaccurate. Wieland 
was himself too good a Voltairean to extend a whole-hearted 
sympathy to Shakespeare’s irregularities and improprieties, and he 
grasped at every straw w^i^ich contemporary French criticism 
or the notes of Pope and Warburton offered him, to vindicate 
the superiority of classic taste. At the same time, his private 
correspondence would seem to indicate that his feelings for Shake¬ 
speare were considerably less straitlaced than his commentary 
would imply. The consequences of the translation were more far- 
reaching than Wieland had anticipated; indeed, he, no less than 
Lessing, was filled with dismay at the extravagances which followed 
the introduction of Shakespeare to the German literary world— 



Shakespeare m the Sturm und Drang 297 

perhaps this is even a reason why, in his Dramaturgie, Lessing 
is reserved on the subject of Shakespeare. In that work, Lessing 
had published a kindly recommendation of Wieland’s translation ; 
but, a few months earlier, another and more subversive critic, 
Heinrich Wilhelm von Gerstenberg, under the stimulus of the new 
ideas of genius propounded in England by Young and Home, had 
made claims for Shakespeare of which Lessing could not have 
approved. 

The new generation was no longer, like the latter critic, 
interested in ‘ Shakespeare the brother of Sophocles ’; ‘ Shake¬ 
speare the voice of nature’ was the new watchword. The young 
writers of the German Sturm und Drang did not criticise at all; 
they worshipped ; they sought to ‘feel’ Shakespeare, to gi’asp his 
spirit. They had not patience to study his art, to learn how to 
write from him, as Lessing had recommended them to do, when, in 
the Dramaturgie, he had lectured his quondam friend Weisse on 
the lessons to be learned from Richard III, The five letters on 
Shakespeare in Heinrich Wilhelm von Gerstenberg’s Briefe iiber 
Merliwurdigheitcn der Literatur are, perhaps, the most important 
contribution to continental Shakespearean criticism of the entire 
eighteenth century. It is not that much real critical discrimination 
is to be found in them; but Gerstenberg’s whole attitude to Shake- 
peare’s works is new ; he regards them as so many ‘ Gemcdde der 
sittlichen Natur ’—as things that we have no more business to 
question than we should question a tree or a landscape. Judged 
purely as criticism, Gerstenberg’s letters on Shakespeare could not 
have carried much weight in circles unaffected by the Sturm und 
Drang ; but his ideas fell on fruitful ground in Herder’s mind, and 
Herder, stripping them of their excesses and extravagances, made 
them acceptable even beyond the pale of the literary revolution. His 
essay on Shakespeare was one of the chief constituents of the little 
pamphlet entitled Von deutscher Art und Kunst (1773), with which 
the new movement was ushered in. Herder had an advantage 
over Gerstenberg in not approaching the subject in quite so naive 
a frame of mind; he had studiedthe Hamburgische Dramaturgie; 
and, from 1769 to 1772, he had busied himself zealously with the 
English poet. Unlike Lessing, who attempted unconditionally to 
reconcile Shakespeare with the Aristotelian canon. Herder brought 
his conception of historical evolution to bear on the Greek, and 
on the English, drama; he showed that, while both Sophocles and 
Shakespeare strove to attain the same end, they necessarily chose 
very difierent ways; the historical conditions under which they 
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worked were totally unlike. In this way, Herder sowed the seeds 
of the German romantic criticism of a later date. 

Meanwhile, however, the younger dramatists of the day were 
moved to enthusiasm by Gerstenberg. Goethe expressed their 
views in his perfervid oration Zum SchdJcespears Tag ; Lenz, in 
his AmnerJcungen iibers Theater, developed Gerstenberg’s ideas; 
and later critics joined hands with S4bastien Mercier. When 
Wieland had led the way, the translating of Shakespeare became 
more and more common; Christian Weisse, who has just been 
mentioned, produced in 1768 his German version (in alexandrines) 
of Richard ///—or, rather, of Cibber’s adaptation of Richard III 
—and, in the same year, he converted Romeo and Juliet into 
a ‘tragedy of common life.’ Versions of Othello and Cymbeline by 
other hands followed; while, in Vienna, Hamlet and Macbeth, 
A Midsummer Night’s Dream and The Merry Wives of Wmdsor, 
were adapted to the stage with a freedom which rendered them 
almost unrecognisable. In 1775—7, the naturalisation of Shake¬ 
speare in Germany was advanced another important stage by 
the publication of William Shahesjoear’s Schauspiele, in twelve 
volumes, by Johann Joachim Eschenburg, professor in the Caro- 
linum at Brunswick and one of the most active workers of his 
day in introducing English literature to the Germans. Eschen- 
burg’s Shahespear is a revised and completed edition of Wieland’s 
translation; but so thorough was the revision that it is practically 
a new work. 

The chief importance of the age of Sturm und Drang for the 
history of Shakespeare on the continent lies in the fact that it led 
to the permanent incorporation of his plays in the repertoire of the 
German national stage. Wieland had made the earliest beginning, 
by arranging a performance of The Tempest in Biberach in 1761; 
but the most memorable date in this connection is 20 September 
1776, when Germany’s greatest actor, Friedrich Ludwig Schroder, 
produced Hamlet in Hamburg, he himself playing—like Garrick in 
England in 1741—the ghost. This was followed in the same year 
by a production of Othello ; in 1777, by The Merchant of Venice and 
Measure for ifeaswre; and, in 177Q, hj King Lear, Richard 11 
Mid Henry IV ; Macbeth was produced in 1779 and Much Ado 
about Nothing m 1792. The chief impression we obtain from 
Schroder’s Shakespeare versions nowadays is their inadequacy to 
reproduce the poetry of the originals; but it would be unfair to 
condemn them. Compared with the travesties of Ducis, a little 
later, they are masterpieces of reverent translation. The fact 
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must be recoguised that tbe real Shakespeare, that is to say, the 
Shakespeare Schiegel gave to Germany twenty years later, would 
have been impossible on Schroder’s stage; and it was Schroder’s 
unquestionable merit—just as it was that of Ducis in France— 
that he realised clearly in what form Shakespeare could be made 
palatable to the theatre-goers of his time. In fact, the extra¬ 
ordinary success of Schroder s Shakespeare over the German 
speaking continent from Hamburg to Vienna—in the latter city, 
the performance of Lear on 13 April 1780 was again a landmark 
in the history of the theatre—is the best justification of his method 
of treating Shakespeare; and we have only to compare his work 
with the versions in which, before his time, German theatres had 
ventured to perform Shakespeare, to appreciate the magnitude 
of Schroder’s achievement. In these years, the English poet was 
accepted by the Germans as one of the chief assets of their national 
stage, and he has never since lost his commanding position in the 
German rCpertoire. 

There is little to record in the history of Shakespeare in 
Germany between Schroder’s first triumphs and the publication of 
Shakespeare’s works in what may be called their permanent and 
final form, the translation of August Wilhelm Schiegel and his 
fellow-workers. The starting-point for the preoccupation of the 
romantic school wdth Shakespeare was the famous criticism of 
Hamlet which Goethe put into the mouth of his hero in Wilhelm 
Meisters Lehrjahre. The fine comparison of Hamlet to an oak-tree 
in a costly jar kindled the new criticism as with an electric spark, 
and contained implicitly, one might say, the whole romantic attitude 
to Shakespeare. Like its predecessors of the Sturm und Drang, 
the romantic school looked up to Shakespeare with unbounded 
reverence; like them, it recognised the impossibility of applying 
the old canons oi a priori criticism; but an advance is to be seen 
in the fact that the members of the school were not satisfied with 
mere open-eyed wonder: they endeavoured to interpret and under¬ 
stand. In 1796, Ludwig Tieck made a prose version of Tlie Tempest ; 
and, in the same year, August Wilhelm Schiegel published, in Schiller’s 
Horen, his essay Etwas Uber William Shakespeare hei Gelegenheit 
Wilhelmi and also specimens of the new translation of 

Shakespeare which, with the help of his gifted wife Caroline, he 
had just begun. The translation itself, Shakespeare’s Dramatische 
Werke, uhersetzt von August Wilhehn Schiegel, began to appear in 
1797 ; and, between that year and 1801, eight volumes were 
published containing the following diamas: Romeo and Juliet, 
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A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Julius Caesar, Twelfth Night, The 
Tempest, Hamlet, The Merchant of Venice, As You Like It, 
King John, Richard II, Henry IV, Henry V and Henry VL 
The ninth volume, Richard III, did not appear till 1810. With 
this marvellous translation, which has been deservedly called the 
greatest literary achievement of the romantic school, German 
labours to naturalise the English poet, which had been going on 
since 1741, reach their culmination. Whatever has been said to 
impup the accuracy and faithfulness of Schlegel’s work, the fact 
remains that no translation of Shakespeare can vie with this in the 
exactitude with which the spirit and the poetic atmosphere of the 
original have been reproduced; to Schlegel, in the main, belongs 
the credit of having made Shakespeare the joint possession of two 
nations. A word remains to be said about the attitude of Germany’s 
two greatest poets to Shakespeare at the turn of the century. The 
period in Goethe’s life which followed the publication of Wilhelm 
Meister was not favourable to a sympathetic understanding of 
Shakespeare, and Schiller was even less accessible. In the course 
of their friendship, the two poets had arrived at a theory of classi¬ 
cism,^ which, although less dominated by rules than the French 
classicism of earlier times, was no less opposed to the irregularities 
and subjectivity of Shakespeare’s art; their attitude is to be seen 
most clearly from the carefully pruned and polished versions of 
Macbeth by Schiller, and Romeo and Juliet by Goethe, produced 
in Weimar in 1800 and 1812 respectively. Goethe’s own most de¬ 
finite pronouncement on the subject of Shakespeare in these later 
years was his essay entitled Shakespeare und hein Ende! published 
m 1815, a kind of apology for his adaptation oi Romeo and Juliet. 

The foregoing account of Shakespeare’s gradual naturalisation 
in Germany in the eighteenth century would be incomplete with¬ 
out some indication of what Shakespeare meant for the develop¬ 
ment of German literature itself. His influence in Germany from 
Borck to Schlegel can hardly be exaggerated; and it may be said 
^without paradox that the entire efflorescence of German eigh¬ 
teenth century literature would have been otherwise—have stood 
much nearer to the main movement of European literature in that 
century had it not been for Shakespeare. It was he who 
awakened the Germanic spirit in modern German literature and 
pointed out to Germany how the traditions of the renascence poetics 
might be abandoned; it was he who freed the intellectual growth of 
northern Europe from the clogging presence of influences Latin in 
their origin. With Lessing, Shakespeare first became a mighty force 
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in Germany, and, with Goethe, wliose GotzvonBerlicTiingendip^QiiVQdi 
in 1 773 , and the group of gifted playwrights who followed in Goethe’s 
footsteps, he brought the tyranny of the ‘ rules ’ in Germany to an 
end. Wieland’s translation, with all its defects, gave the German 
theatre a new language and a new form of expression ; and, under 
Shakespeare’s guidance, the drama found its way into a romantic 
fairy-world of which the French classic stage knew nothing—above 
all, plays like Romeo and Juliet, Othello and The Merchant of 
Venice first revealed to the Germans the poetic charm of Italy. 
There was thus hardly a question round which controversy raged 
in the German literature of the eighteenth century with which the 
English poet was not in some way bound up. 

If w'e turn to the nineteenth century, a certain analogy to the 
influence of Shakespeare in Germany just discussed is to be found 
in his influence on the French romantic school; in this period, 
Shakespeare might be said to have deflected for a time the 
literature of France from its normal development, or, at least, 
from the development defined by the literary history of previous 
centuries. It might have been expected that the precursors of the 
Ccole romantique, the representatives of the so-called emigrant 
literature, should have had a special sympathy for the sombre, 
misty side of Shakespeare’s genius. But this was only the case in 
a limited degree; there was no question of his seizing them and 
bending them, as it were, to his will, as in the contemporary 
literary movement in Germany ; indeed, in Chateaubriand {Shake¬ 
speare, 1801), we find a revival of the old Voltairean standpoint. 
On the other hand, Madame de Stael {De la litUratm'e, 1800) 
wrote with a certain enthusiasm of Shakespeare, and Charles 
Nodier, in his PensCes de Shakespeare (1801), reflected the attitude 
of his German masters. Meanwhile, on the stage, Nepomuc^ne 
Lemercier borrowed freely from the English dramatist, and the 
mutilations of Ducis found even less scrupulous imitators than 
Ducis himself. It seemed as if the labours of the anglomcmes of 
the eighteenth century were to be wholly undone; the gulf between 
French and English taste was wider than ever; and, in the summer 
of 1822, English actors, who attempted to present Hamlet and 
Othello in Paris, were actually hissed off the stage. But a better 
time was not far off; in the very next year, Stendhal (Henri Beyle) 
published his Racine et Shakespeare, and took his side very em¬ 
phatically against the classicists. Guizot, together with other 
fellow workers, had, in 1821, resuscitated Le Tourneur, repub¬ 
lishing his translation in a revised form, and thus enabling the 





generation earlier in Germany were about to repeat itself in France. 
Alfi-ed de Vigny, in an admirable translation, transferred the 
English triumphs of Othello to the stage of the Th4^tre Fran 9 ais 
itself (1829); Alexandre Dumas translated Hamlet (played 1847); 
while Alfred de Musset’s whole dramatic work is nermoatfid and 



and of Jules Janin helped to counteract such spasmodic attempts 
as for instance, were made by Paul Duport (JS^ 5 sa^s litUraires sur 
Shakespeare, 1828), to resuscitate the antagonistic criticism of 
Voltaire and La Harpe. The peculiarly emotional nature of this 
enthusiasm of 1827 distinguished it from the anglomanie of the 
previous century, and it shows itself still more clearly in the 
remarkable influence of the English poet on French romantic art— 
for example, on Eugene Delacroix—and on French music as repre¬ 
sented by Hector Berlioz. From this time, the supremacy of 
bhakespeare m modern literature was not seriously questioned in 
France ; the romantic fever passed, romanticism assumed other 
torms, but the controversies which Shakespeare had stirred up in 

possible. Except in the case 
who, so late as 1864, repeated the old fervid notes 
of Oromwell m an essay inspired by his son’s success as a translator 
ot bhakespeare, romantic criticism ripened and matured as time 
went on. Guizot, towards the end of his career, devoted another 
volume to Shakespeare {Shakespeare et son temps, IH52) ) a work 
by Alfred M^zi^res, Shakespeare, ses oeuvres et ses critiques, ap- 

m published his Shakespeare ei son ceuvre 

m 1865. Translations of Shakespeare’s works were published by 
Francisque Michel in 1839, by Benjamin Lariche in 1851, by Simile 
A ontegut m 1867 and, as already mentioned, by Fran 9 ois Victor 
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Hug6 from 1859 to 1866. And yet, in spite of the continued occu¬ 
pation with Shakespeare on the part of literary classes, it must be 
confessed that the interest in him in France, otherwise than in 
Germany, where Shakespeare was completely naturalised, remains 
a matter only of intellectual curiosity. French criticism of Shake¬ 
speare cannot belie the fact—and, perhaps, the absence of any 
attempt on its part to do so may attest its justness of perception— 
that his kind of greatness lies outside the pale of the national ideas 
and the national taste. He has won no permanent place in the 
national theatre, and the many performances of Shakespearean 
dramas which have taken place from time to time in Paris have 
been viewed as literary experiments appealing to the cultured 
few, rather than as dramatic fare for the general public. 

The r6le which Shakespeare played in the Germany of the 
nineteenth century was much more important, but, so far as 
literary history is concerned, perhaps less interesting, than that 
which he played in France. A kind of zenith had been reached in 
German appreciation of Shakespeare at the close of the eighteenth 
century. The translation then begun by Schlegel, was, in later 
years, completed under the direction of Ludwig Tieck, with the 
help of his daughter Dorothea and of count Baiidissin; and it may 
at least be said that these later translations, although inferior, are 
not unworthy to stand beside SchlegeVs. Germany, like France, 
went on producing new translations—a complete Shakespeare, for 
instance, was published by the poet Johann Heinrich Voss and 
his two sons in nine volumes in 1818—29, and another by Friedrich 
von Bodenstedt, with the cooperation of Ferdinand Freiligrath, 
Otto Gildemeister, Paul Heyse and others, in 1867—but the 
romantic translators had done their work so well that these new 
productions could only have a subordinate and supplementary 
value. In German literature, Shakespeare has remained a vital 
and ever-present force. The problem which Schiller had first 
tentatively approached, namely, the reconciliation of Shakespeare 
with the antique, could not be evaded by his successors; Heinrich 
von Kleist took it up with abundant zeal and solved it in an 
essentially romantic way; and, notwithstanding the romantic ten¬ 
dency to place Calderon on a higher pinnacle than Shakespeare, 
the romantic dramatists were all, in the first instance, Shake- 
speareans. Christian Grabbe was as zealous a Shakespeare wor¬ 
shipper as the Lenzes and Klingers of earlier days; and even 
Franz Grillparzer—with all his love for the Spaniards—had 
moments when he saw eye to eye with the English dramatist 
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It was not before Christian Friedrich Hebbel, about the middle of 
the century, that the German drama began to feel its way to a 
conception of dramatic poetry more essentially modern than Shake¬ 
speare’s ; and even Hebbel sought to justify by the example of Shake¬ 
speare that accentuation of the psychological moment in which his 
own peculiar strength lies. On the other hand, Hebbel’s brother- 
in-arms, Otto Ludwig, was a more uncompromising Shakespearean 
than any German before him; he not merely Shakespeareanised 
his own dramas, but struck an original note of Shakespeare 
criticism in essays unfortunately not printed until several years 
after his death. On the whole, however, Shakespeare had ex¬ 
pended his fructifying influence on German literature in the 
previous century; to none of these later writers did he bring— 
as to Goethe and Herder—a new revelation; and the subversive 
forces of the modern German drama have little in common with 
Elizabethan ideals. 

The consideration of Shakespeare in Germany in the nineteenth 
century falls into two main divisions: German Shakespearean 
scholarship and the presentation of Shakespeare on the German 
stage. ^ The former of these is a long and difficult chapter which 
has still to be written; in the present survey, it is only possible 
to indicate its general features. The beginnings of German 
scholarly work on Shakespeare might be traced to Wieland’s 
investigation of the source of Otlidlo, in 1773; but this was more 
or less isolated; what men like Eschenburg had to say, somewhat 
later, was little more than a reproduction of English criticism. 
A significant moment in the development was Goethe’s analysis 
oi Hamlet in Wilhelm Meistev, to which reference has already 
been made. Then came Friedrich Schlegel, with his marvellous 
insight into the workings of genius, and kindled a new light on 
the poet; Tieck laboriously and patiently investigated the whole 
Shakespearean world-defining that world, perhaps, too vaguely 
and loosely—and it is assuredly a loss that the life of Shakespeare 
which he planned was never written; lastly, August Wilhelm 
Schlegel, in his famous lectures tfher dramatische Kunst und Lite- 
(1809—11), popularised the romantic criticism of Shakespeare, 
and, in this form, it reacted on our own Coleridge and influenced 
profoundly the theory of the drama in France, Italy and Spain. 
As the Tomantic movement passed away, the place of its followers 
was taken by a new race of critics, who followed the dictates of 
Hepl; and, during the first half of the nineteenth century, Hegel¬ 
ianism lay particularly heavy on German Shakespeare scholarship, 
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one obvious reason being that Shakespeare’s life offered no oppor¬ 
tunity for that pragmatic investigation and criticism which, for 
instance, was the saving element in extricating Goethe from 
Hegelian metaphysics. The influence of Hegel’s aesthetics, which 
was essentially anti-romantic in its tendency, is to be seen in 
Hermann Ulrici’s tfher Shahespeares dramatische Kunst und sem 
Verhciltnis zu Calderon und Goethe (1839), and, in a less accen¬ 
tuated form, in Georg Gottfried Gervinus’s Shahespeare (1849—52), 
in Friedrich Kreyssig’s Vorlesmigen uber Shahespeare und seine 
Werhe (1858) and in the recently published Shahespeare-Vortrdge 
of the famous Swabian Hegelian, Friedrich Theodor Vischer. On 
the whole, the influence of Hegelianism on German Shakespeare 
criticism has not been favourable; it has led to an excessive 
preoccupation with metaphysical theories of tragic guilt and tragic 
purpose, to a misleading confusion of moral and aesthetic standards 
and to a too confident reliance on a priori theories of literary genius. 
It has also made it difficult for Shakespeare’s countrymen to ap¬ 
preciate at their true value the learning and scholarship which lay 
behind the metaphysical veil. With the labours, however, of 
Karl Simrock, Gustav Riimelin, Karl Elze, whose biography, 
William Shahespeare, appeared in 1876, Nikolaus Delius and 
Alexander Schmidt, not to mention more recent workers, the 
speculative method has been in great measure discarded in favour 
of 8cientifi.c investigation of facts. Germans can now point to a 
magnificent record of patient and careful work, to which, since 
1865, the Shahespeare Jahrbuch has borne eloquent testimony. 

The importance of Shakespeare for the history of the German 
theatre in the nineteenth century can hardly be overestimated; it 
might, indeed, be said that (with the single exception of the Bayreuth 
festival, dating from 1876) Shakespeare has been associated with 
every advance that the national theatre has made. Shakespearean 
types of character have formed an important factor in the staff 
organisation of theatres and, in large measure, have supplanted in 
poetic drama the French distribution of rdles ; Shakespearean repre¬ 
sentations are the test of dramaturgic ability of every r 4 gisseur, 
and Shakespearean impersonations the keystone of every actor’s 
reputation. The schemes of a reformed stage with which Tieck 
busied himself and which he outlined in his novel Ber junge Tischler- 
meister were based on the requirements of the English drama; 
plays by Shakespeare were included in the remarkable representa¬ 
tions at Diisseldorf with which Karl Immermaim endeavoured to 
stay the decay of the post-classical stage; and, in the golden days of 


3o6 Shakespeare on the Cotitinent 

the Vienna Ilofburgtheater, under Heinrich Laube’s direction, and 
with actors like Sonnenthal, Lewinsky, Bauermeister and Charlotte 
Wolter, Shakespeare was acted as probably never before in any land. 
At the Shakespeare tercentenary in 1864—the occasion of the 
founding of the German Shalcespeare-Gesellschaft —Franz Dingel- 
stedt, then intendant of the court theatre in Weimar, produced the 
first complete cycle of Shakespeare’s Konigsdramen, that is to 
say, dramas from English history; and it was with Shakespeare 
that Duke George II of Saxe-Meiningen, from 1874 onwards, 
attracted the attention not only of ail Germany but of other 
lands, to stage representations of rare pictorial beauty and 
historical accuracy. The Meiningen ‘reforms,’ which gave a great 
stimulus to the representation of classic dramas in Germany, were 
akin to what was being done, much about the same time, by Henry 
Irving in London; but they had an advantage over the English 
performances due to the stronger bond which has always united 
theatre and literature in modern Germany. In 1889 King Lear 
served for the inauguration of the 8hahespeare-Biihne in Munich, 
which, notwithstanding other recent attempts in England, Germany 
and France, remains the only experiment of the kind which avoided 
the temptation to be only antiquarian, and succeeded in winning 
the approval of a wider public over a period of many years. 

The question of Shakespeare’s influence and appreciation in 
continental lands, other than France and Germany, is, necessarily, 
one of minor interest. The Latin peoples followed more or less 
m the footsteps of France, the Germanic peoples of the north of 
Europe in those of Germany. What Italy knew of Shakespeare in 
the eighteenth century, as has been shown, was drawn exclusively 
from Voltaire, and the same is true of Spain; and both countries 
made their first acquaintance with the poet as an acted dramatist 
through the medium of the mutilated French versions by Ducis. 
ihe real work of translating and studying Shakespeare was not 

of nineteenth century. A translation 

Of Shakespeare s tragedies into Italian verse by Michele Leoni was 
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complete 



kid tHal ,? n (1874-82). Spain, on the other hand, has 
tions of Shni for satisfactory transla- 

ShaLlare ^rr Considering the kinship between 

which drama-a kinship 

which Gomans recognised at an early date-it seems strange that 
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Spaniards should have been thus late in showing a curiosity about 
the English poet. It should be added that Italy has contributed 
in no small degree to the interpretation and popularisation of the 
greater tragedies by the impersonations of Salvini and Rossi, of 
Adelaide Ristori and Eleanora Duse, while Italian music has drawn 
extensively on Shakespeare for the subjects of operas. 

It is only natural to find in Germanic lands a more intense 
interest in Shakespeare, and a higher development in the trans¬ 
lation and interpretation of his works. Here, the influence of 
Germany is paramount. Even Holland, which, at an earlier stage, 
had been immediately influenced by England, fell back ultimately 
almost wholly on German sources. The difficulty of naturalising 
English drama in languages like Dutch, Danish and Swedish is 
more subtle than appears at first glance; there was no want of 
interest or will at a comparatively early period, but Shakespeare’s 
language and style presented obstacles that were not easy to 
surmount. This aspect of the question did not concern Latin 
peoples in the same degree, for the only method of translation 
which the genius of their tongues allowed them to follow was to 
bend and adapt Shakespeare to their own style. But, as has been 
seen in the case of German itself, wdiere Wieland first succeeded in 
overcoming the difficulty of creating a language and style suited 
to Shakespeare, and where Schlegel first made the German tongue 
‘Shakespeare-ripe,’ this initial problem was a serious one. Just 
as the south of Europe learned from Voltaire, Ducis and Talma, 
so Holland and Scandinavia learned the art of translating Shake¬ 
speare from Wieland and Schlegel, and the art of playing him 
from Schroder. Between 1780 and the end of the century, more 
than a do25en dramas had appeared in Dutch, but it was late in 
the nineteenth century before Holland possessed satisfactory and 
complete translations, namely, those by Abraham Kok (1873—80) 
and Leendert Burgersdijk (1884—8). What had happened in 
Hamburg in 1777 virtually repeated itself in Copenhagen in 
1813, that is to say, Shakespeare first won a firm footing on the 
Danish stage with The translator was the actor Peter 

Eoersom, who was naturally influenced strongly by Schroder. At 
his death in 1817, he had published four volumes of what was 
intended to be a complete translation of Shakespeare, and it was 
completed at a later date by Peter Wulff and Edvard Lembcke. 
The chief Swedish translation of Shakespeare’s works is that by 
Carl August Hagberg (12 volumes, 1847—51). Scandinavia’s contri¬ 
bution to Shakespearean literature is much more important than 
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that of Holland ; mention need only be made here of the admirable 
Swedish life of Shakespeare by Henrik Schiick (1883), and William 
Shaltespeare (1895) by the industrious Danish critic Georg 
Brandes. The latter work, in spite of a desire to reconstruct 
Shakespeare’s life and surroundings on insufficient materials, is, 
unquestionably, one of the most suggestive biographies of the poet 
In Russia and Poland, the interest in Shakespeare is no less 
great than in the more western countries of Europe. Here, the 
influence of France seems to have predominated in the earlier 
period. Duels introducing the English poet to the Russian and 
the Polish stage. Several plays were translated into Russian in 
the eighteenth century, and the empress Catherine 11 had a share 
in adaptations of The Merry Wives of Windsor and Timon. The 
standard Russian translation is that of Gerbel (1865). In Poland, 
where Shakespeare is a favourite dramatist both with actors and 
public, the best translation is that edited by the poet Jdzef Ignacy 
Kraszewski (1875). Reference must be made, in conclusion, to 
the great interest which Hungarians have always shown in the 
English poet, and the powerful influence he has exerted on their 
literature. A very high rank among translations of Shakespeare 
is claimed for those by the eminent poet Michael Vordsmarty, 
especially for that of Jidius Caesar, 

It seems supererogatory to add to this survey of Shakespeare 
abroad a word on Shakespeare in America; so far as our literature 
is concerned, America is not, and never has been, ‘ abroad,’ and, in 
the case of Shakespeare especially, it would be invidious to set up 
any limits within the area of the earth’s surface where the English 
tongue is spoken. But some tribute ought at least to be paid to 
the independence and originality of American contributions to 
Shakespearean criticism and research. By borrowing the best 
elements in English critical methods and combining them with 
German thoroughness and patience, American scholars, in recent 
years, have thrown much light on dark places and contributed 
very materially to our understanding of Shakespeare’s work. lii 
the first line stands the admirable Variorum Edition of Shake¬ 
speare’s plays founded by Howard Furness in 1873. The leading 
American actors, too, such - as Edwin Booth, J, B. Booth and 
Edwin Forrest have distinguished themselves by fresh and stimu¬ 
lating interpretations of Shakespeare’s greater tragedies on the 
stage. ^ 




CHAPTER XIII 


LESSER ELIZABETHAN DRAMATISTS 

The Elizabethan drama emerges as a distinct form of imagina¬ 
tive art shortly after the defeat of the Armada, and its first 
masterpieces are the work of a group of university writers of 
whom Marlowe and Greene are the greatest There are no ‘ lesser 
dramatists ’ of this date. The lesser dramatist is the result of the 
extraordinary interest in the drama which these authors created, 
and the assiduous effort made by patrons, managers and players 
to produce plays in the new style which took the town. Moreover, 
we have to wait some years before the work of lesser writers 
survives sufficiently to enable us to appraise it. As a consequence, 
the lesser Elizabethan dramatists, as a group, belong to the last 
years of Elizabeth’s reign; and we ovve it to the lucky chance of 
the survival of Henslowe’s diary that we can eke out our know¬ 
ledge of a few extant plays by the notices in that diary of the 
large mass of work done by the writers of them. It is important 
that the student of Elizabethan drama should appreciate justly the 
meaning and the value of Henslowe’s record. We have no such 
light upon the proceedings of the company for which Shakespeare 
wrote and played. But it seems quite clear that Shakespeare 
was never under the harrow of a Henslowe. 

The players of his company obtained the control of their own 
affairs and managed their business on cooperative principles. The 
system of the Chamberlain’s men tended to produce a limited 
number of dramatists of proved ability, who were encouraged to 
write plays of a quality that would ensure a run at their first 
production and justify reproduction afterwards. The system of 
Henslowe’s company, on the contrary, tended to produce quantity 
rather than quality. The public was attracted by variety and 
novelty rather than by excellence, and, in order that new plays 
might be produced quickly, very imperfect revision of old plays 
was allowed to pass, and the system of collaboration between three 
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or four writers was freely encouraged. For these reasons, we may 
feel some confidence that the group of lesser dramatists who wrote 
for Henslowe during the years covered by his diary is representa¬ 
tive of the body of lesser dramatists writing during those years 
for the London stage. 

But, before we fix our attention upon individual writers whose 
plays have come down to us, two facts must be noticed which 
affect them as a body. In the first place, because they were 
lesser dramatists, and because the printing of a play, in those 
days, was an altogether secondary matter to the acting of it, 
their work can hardly be said to have survived. The fragments 
that have come down to us are so few and so mutilated that, in 
many cases, we are not justified in regarding them as character¬ 
istic. It is impossible, for instance, to decide whether The 
Tragedy of Hoffman is truly representati ve of the large dramatic 
output of Henry Chettle. We may feel reasonably sure that no 
important play of Shakespeare has been lost. We cannot be sure 
that the substance of Chettle’s or Munday’s work has survived. 
What we have of it may not be in any sense characteristic. The 
second fact that has to be reckoned with by the critic of the 
lesser dramatists in Henslowe's employ is the system of collabora¬ 
tion under which they wrote. Hot the least of the fascinations of 
the Elizabethan era is that it affords remarkable instances of a 
collaboration by which two writers of genius stimulate and supple¬ 
ment each other’s powers. But the collaboration which is possible 
because the minds of those taking part in it are commonplace is a 
different niatter altogether. Among lesser writers, collaboration 
tends to suppress individuality and distinction of style, and makes 
still more confusing and difficult the task of ascribing to individual 
writers^ any qualities truly their own. Moreover, aU Elizabetlian 
dramatists may be said to have collaborated in a special sense 
with their predecessors. Broadly speaking, the Elizabethan drama 
was a process of re-writing and re-constructing old plays. The 
Elizabethan author stood in much closer relation to his ‘origins’ 
and sources than did later English writers. But this, again, tended 
to suppress the individuality of second-rate poets. The lesser 
dramatist does not set his own stamp on the ‘ old play ’ as Shake- 
^eare does. There is no vital connection between King Lear and 
The True Chronicle History of King Leir : Shakespeare’s play is a 
new^hing. But, in reading Munday’s Doimifall of Robert, Earle 
0 / Hunt%ngton, the question continually suggests itself whether 
the play is much more than an alteration—an alteration which 
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remains at the same artistic and imaginative level as the thing 
altered. The conclusion is that the student must not expect 
to distinguish lesser dramatists from each other as greater 
dramatists are distinguished. The attempt to characterise them 
involves the use of a critical microscope which magnifies their 
merits. 

At the same time, it must be allowed that the lesser dramatist 
whose main work belongs to the last years of Elizabeth’s reign 
has an individuality of his own which he loses after Shakespeare 
and Ben Jonson have impressed their age. A lesser dramatist, 
however rough, formless and incoherent, is more interesting when 
he is himself, or when he is the product of the general mind of 
his time, than when he is a ‘son’ of Ben Jonson or, palpably, 
a student of some particular aspect of the art of Shakespeare. 
The lesser Jacobean dramatist nearly always derives from some 
aclmowledged master, and is an echo as well as an inferior. The 
Elizabethan lesser dramatist, on the contrary, does not interest us 
as an echo, but very much more deeply as the commonplace com¬ 
panion of the great master, his surrounding and background. It 
is much more interesting to find in Monday’s John a Kent and 
John a Cumber clumsy work on a theme which, in Shakespeare’s 
hands, is magically effective, than to notice how patiently and even 
skilfully ‘ Dick ’ Brome follows the manner of Jonson. And, there¬ 
fore, it is disappointing to the student that, because of the con¬ 
ditions under which they respectively worked, much more of 
Brome should be extant than of Monday. 

Henslowe’s diary begins to record payments made to authors for 
writing plays at the end of 1697. The entries come to an end, for 
the most part, in 1603. During this time, twenty-seven authors 
are named as composers of plays or parts of plays. The work of 
ten of these is trifling. Of the remaining seventeen, six are writers 
offeree and distinction, not to be reckoned as ‘lesser.’ These are 
Chapman, Dekker, Heywood, Jonson, Middleton, Websterb We 
may note that, of these six, only Chapman refuses to collaborate 
with inferior men; that none of Jenson’s work done in collabo¬ 
ration is extant, except his additions to Jeronimo', and that 
Middleton and Webster do not occur in the diary till 1602; 
Eleven writers are left whom we may describe as the main gi*oup 
of Eliiaabethan lesser dramatists. These, in alphabetical order, are 
Henry Chettle, John Day, Michael Drayton, Richard Hathwaye, 
William Haughton, Anthony Munday, Henry Porter, William 

1 Perhaps Maxton, ‘ the new poete,’is John Marston. 
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Rankins, Samuel Rowley, Wentworth Smith, Robert Wilson. 
Rowley and Smith begin writing in 1601; Rankins is mentioned 
only in 1599 and 1601; the remaining eight constitute the main 
group of lesser men who were writing for the Elizabethan stage 
between the end of 1697 and the beginning of 1603. 

The comments of Francis Meres, in 1598, upon English con¬ 
temporary writers, give us some means of checking the results of 
an examination of Henslowe’s records. Of Henslowe’s men, Meres 
names, among ‘our best for tragedy,’ Drayton, Chapman, Dekker, 
Jonson; among ‘the best for comedy,’ Hey wood, Munday, Chap¬ 
man, Porter, Wilson, Hathwaye, Chettle. From his place in the 
list, we conjecture that Wilson—son of the more famous Robert 
Wilson, the elder—is the writer for Henslowe. One writer. 
Chapman, shares with Shakespeare the honour of occurring in 
both lists. All the writers whom we have noted as doing a 
substantial amount of work for Henslowe’s companies are men¬ 
tioned by Meres, except Day and Haughton. 

In considering the work of these men, upon whose output 
for six years a sudden light is thrown by Henslowe’s papers, we 
propose to follow a chronological order so far as may be, and 
to begin with the older men who were practised hands at the date 
when Henslowe’s payments are first recorded. Fortunately, there 
is one whom we may safely look upon as the senior of our group, and 
choose as a natural centre round which the work of the rest may be 
grouped, or from which it may be derived. This is the comedian 
Anthony Munday, spoken of by Meres as ‘ our best plotter,’ per¬ 
haps because of his seniority and experience as a hewer and 
trimmer of plays rather than with any reference to his faculty for 
conducting a plot in the modern sense of the term. Of the lesser 
Elizabethan dramatists, Munday is the most considerable, interest¬ 
ing and typical In his general versatility, his copiousness and 
his reliance upon himself and upon life for his learning and 
culture, he corresponds, on his own level, to Shakespeare and 
Ben Jonson on the heights. His long life, moreover, of eighty 
years (1553—1633) covers the whole of the Elizabethan and Jaco¬ 
bean era of dramatic activity. He was born before Shakespeare; 
Jonson survived him only by four years. He was a Londoner, and 
had some experience as an actor before his apprenticeship, in 1576, 
to John Allde, stationer and printer. In 1578, he undertook a 
journey to Rome, to see foreign countries and to learn their 
languages, according to his own account; but, also, with the less 
creditable object of spying upon English Catholics abroad, and 
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getting together materials for popular pamphlets against then! on 
his return to England. After interesting adventures on the way, 
he reached Rome, and was entertained at the English eollege, 
so that he came to describe himself as ‘sometime the Pope’s 
scholar.’ His experiences were detailed in a pamphlet published 
in 1582, with the title The English Romayne Life. This was a 
rejoinder to a tract, printed in 1581, in the Catholic interest, from 
which we get some interesting lights upon Munday’s early con¬ 
nection with the stage. He was ‘first a stage player,’ says the 
pamphlet, ‘after’ (^.e. afterwards) ‘an apprentice.’ On his return 
from Italy, ‘ this scholar did play extempore ’ and was ‘ hissed fi’om 
his stage,’ ‘Then being thereby discouraged he set forth a ballad 
against plays; but yet (0 constant youth) he now again begins to 
ruffle upon the stage V 

This is to say that Munday attempted to achieve fame in that 
special department of the Elizabethan player’s art of which Robert 
Wilson and Richard Tarlton ® were the most distinguished orna¬ 
ments. The extemporising clown not only supplied the humorous 
element of the interlude, but, also, he was frequently called for 
after the play was over, when he performed a jig, accompanied 
by some kind of recitative of his own composing in prose or 
verse. The audience might challenge him to rime on any subject, 
and Tarltpn’s facility was so remarkable that ‘Tarletonising is 
used as equivalent to extemporising. There is extant a ‘platt’ or 
programme of the second part of The Seven Deadly Sins, which is 
said to have been the composition of Tarlton; and, probably, 
such skeleton plays, in which actors were expected to fill in their 
parts extempore, were not uncommon in the early days of the Eliza¬ 
bethan drama. Tarlton’s successor in the esteem of the public as 
a clown actor was William Kemp. It is easy to see from ‘Kemp’s 
applauded Merriments of the Men of Gotham,’ which is inserted in 
A Knack to Know a JSTzi.a'yc, how inevitably the improvising clown, 
with his licence to introduce his own additions, was a discordant 

' 1 Consult ‘A Caveat to the Header touching A.M, his discovery,’ printed at the 
end of the pamphlet. The interesting theory {of, post, yol. vi, chap, xiy) attributing to 
Munday the anonymous authorship of The Third Blast of Retreat from Plays and 
Theatres (1560) has to meet the difficulty that its author declares himself to have 
‘bene a great affeoter of that vaine art of Plaie-makihg, insomuch that I have thought 
no time so wel bestowed, as when' exercised in the invention of these follies.’* The 
writer of the preface, Anglo-phile Eutheo, quotes these words and confirms them— 
‘yea, which I ad, as excellent an Autor of these vanities, as who was best.’ We must 
revise existing opinion on the subject altogether, if we are to treat Munday as a well 
known writer of plays so early as 1680. , 

^ As to Tarlton, of, ante, vol. iv, p. 360, and ibid., bibl., p. 631, 
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and incalculable element in the play, and hindered the develop¬ 
ment of artistic drama. The extempore clown of real genius 
usually failed as an author ; but Robert Wilson was a remarkable 
exception. His two interludes, The Three Ladies of London, and 
The Three Lords atid Three Ladies of London, are specimens of 
belated interludes modified in the direction of true drama by 
the life and the reality imported into the interlude by the ex¬ 
tempore actor. It is from these interludes that Munday’s work 
derives. 

Munday’s ballad writing is an important part of his earlier 
career. It put him into contact with the folklore of England, and 
had an appreciable influence on his dramatic work. It was so 
energetic that, by 1592, he looked upon himself as having some 
sort of monopoly of the art. Another of his activities, which was 
not without its influence upon the dramatists of the age, was his 
diligent translation of French romances, such as Amadis de Guide 
and Palmerin of England. When Ben Jonson satirises him as 
Balladino, there is a double allusion to his ballad writing and to 
his Palladino of England, translated from the French. 


A translation from the Italian may be given as the beginning 
of Munday’s work as a dramatist, although it must be borne in 
mind that his authorship is not more than highly probable. This 
is Fedele and Fortunio, The Deceits in Love discoursed in a 


Comedy of two Italian Gentlemen: translated into English, 
printed in 1584h This play must have had some vogue, for one of 
the characters, captain Crackstone, is alluded to by Hashe as 
well known in a tract printed in 1596^; and its influence as an 
admirably translated example of Italian comedy must have been 
considerable upon English drama. It is annoying, therefore, that 
the piece, which both Collier and Halliwell-Phillipps saw and quoted, 
has disappearedV and that we must judge of it by Halliwell’s 
meagre extracts^. These present the humorous low life of the play 
rather than the romantic part, which was clearly of the character 
of Shakespeare’s earlier comedies, in which pairs of lovers are 
fantastically at cross purposes; 


Lo! here the common fault of love, to follow her that flies, 

^ roan her that makes pursuit with loud lameiiting’ cries. 

iadele loves Victoria, and she hath him forg-ot; 

Virginia likes Fedele best, and he regards her not. 

’ In Stationers’ register, 12 November 1584; Arber, vol. n, p. 202. 

® Have with you to Saffron Walden. 

* [See, however, bibliography, post, p. 474,] 

* Halhwellj-Philhpps), J. 0., The Literature of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth 

Centwms, 18ol, No. 2, pp. 18, 19, 24. 
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uyictoria’s song at ber window and Fedele’s in answer are of reiil 
poetie charm, and Fedele’s denunciation of woman’s j&ckieness is 
exactly in the strain, as it is in the metre, of the riming rhetoric 
of Love’s Labour's Lost, But the comic scenes are not less 
interesting. Their combination with the romantic intrigue is 
organic, and, in clear strong outlines, the play gives us two 
motives which receive elaborate development in English dranui. 
iCrackstone is the prototype of Bobadill and Tucca and all the 
braggadocios of the Elizabethan stage—but of Falstaff, also, for 
every one is glad of his company: ‘I have such a wild worm in my 
head as makes them all merry.’ And, secondly, the witchcraft 
scenes of the play deserve careful noticed Medusa, the witch, is 
capable of development, either romantically and tragically, or 
humorously and by the method of realism. The witches of Mac¬ 
beth, as well as the charlatans of Jonson and Brome, may be derived 
from this germ ; but, in the main, the witchci-aft, in Munday’s 
play, is realistic, in actual connection with the vigorous low life 
characters. Victoria’s maid Attilia, who is wooed by Pedante and 
Crackstone, and is the confidante and chamjDion of her mistress, is 
put before us in clear English speech, and, of course, stands at the 
beginning of a long gallery of familiar creations. She is indis¬ 
pensable in nearly all ensuing species of the drama. There seems 
to be no blank verse in the play. Riming alexandrines and four- 
teen-syllabled lines are generally employed; but, in Fedele’a speech 
already referred to, special seriousness and dignity of style are 
attained by the use of riming ten-syllabled lines in stanzas of six 
lines^. This might be expected in 1584 ; what is unexpected is 
the idiomatic English vernacular of the translation, which stamps 
Munday as much more than a translator in the ordinary sense. His 
prose translations do not display any special power in transforming 
the original into native English ; so that the mere style of FedeU 
and Fortimio is an argument for its having been translated in 
order to be acted, and for the translator having expected himself 
to be one of the actors. Nashe’s allusion makes it highly probable 
that captain Crackstone had appeared upon the Elizabethan 
stage..'■■■■ .v/-", 

’ Munday, in 1580^ and in his earliest published work, is anxious 

* ■Presuinably, Halliwell alludes to tHese when he says that one scene ‘might by 
possibility have been the germ of one in MacheM\ and yet he seems to imply that he 
, has not printed this scene. 

* Compare Biron’s speech, Love's Labour's Lost, act i, so. 1, 92—94. 

* J View of Sundry Examples, &c., 1580 : pp. 71 and 76 of the reprint in Collier’s 
John a Kent and John a Cumbert 




must be later than Tamburlaine. On the other hand, there are 
signs of an older style in the play. We have frequent passages of 
rime, and, in one place, the six-lined stanza occurs. The humorous 
scenes are a great advance upon Kemp’s applauded ‘Merriments’ 

€llr»£iQr!TT mi__ .'Uli « 



rary English life, and speak a fluent vernacular prose which, in 
one or two places, recalls Falstafi’. Jacob Smelt the Dutchman 
requires a date nearer to 1600 than to 1580, but all this might be 
Munday’s work, and is certainly the work of his fellow craftsmen. 
Moreover, the general looseness of construction is characteristic 
of our best plotter ; but he cannot have written the sonorous 
blank verse of the historic scenes, or made Emmanuel reproach 
Frederick— 

That from the loathsome mud from whence thou earnest, 

1 hou art so bold out of thy buzzard’s best, 

To gaze upon the sun of her perfections! 

Is there no beauty that can please your eye, 

But the divine and splendant excellence ’ 

Of my beloved dear OdilliaS? 

/a© first extant play which is certainly Munday’s is John a 
Kent and John a Cmiber, of Avhich we have a transcript dated 
December 1595. Fleay has very plausibly conjectured that this 
IS Identical with TFzsmun of West Chester, which was pro¬ 
duced at the Rose by the Admiral’s men on 2 December 1594, and 

mentions thirty-one performances 
9“ lines laid down by Greene in Frier Bacon 
and Frier Bongay, it describes the ‘tug for maistree’ between 
the two wizards John a Kent and John a Cumber. When the play 

^ I.e. tailor. an Aa 
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opens, the two heroines, Sidanen and Marian, are preparing a 
strong confection of deadly aconite, which they propose to drink 
with the husbands presently to be forced upon them, the earls of 
Morton and Pembroke. But the romantic side of the story is entirely 
subordinated to the wiles and disguisings by which the wizaids 
succeed in getting possession of the heroines, first for one set of 
lovers and then for the other. Finally, by the subtlety of John a 
Kent, Sir Griflin and lord Powis win their brides. The power of 
the wizards to disguise and transform, and the masking of the 
‘ antiques,’ make the play a maze of errors not easy to follow. With 
this main action, the comic scenes of ‘Turnop with his Crewe 
of Clownes and a Minstrell’ are mingled in pleasant confusion. 
‘ Turnop and his Crew ’ are not unworthy of being mentioned in 
the same breath with Bottom and his mates. Munday’s play is a 
humble variation of the dramatic type of A Midsummer NigMs 
Dream. But another parallel with Shakespeare’s work is even 
more interesting. Shrimp, John a Kent’s familiar, makes himself 
invisible and, by music in the air, leads his master’s enemies astray 
till they lie down to sleep from weariness. It throws light upon 
Shakespeare’s mind and imagination rather than upon Munday’s 
to suppose that Munday’s play gave hints for the character of 
Ariel and the exquisite poetry of The Tempest', but the earlier 
play, in its brightness and sweetness and wholesomeness, was 
worthy of supplying the ground upon which Shakespeare’s feet 
stood—the point of departure for his mind—when he created 
his own masterpiece. 

This play shows that Munday was interested in English folk¬ 
lore. His next play is a further incursion into the same type of 
drama, which may be looked upon, in some respects, as a variety of 
the chronicle play, and, in others, as a variety of the romantic play 
of which Fedele and For tunio was a specimen. As in John a Kent 
and John a Cumber, historical characters are brought into the 
play and mixed up with folklore. Munday’s new subject is the 
Robin Hood cycle of legends and ballads, which had been con¬ 
nected with dramatic representations early in the sixteenth, and 
even in the fifteenth, century. It is worth noticing that a line in 
Fedele and Fortunio, ' Robin-goodfellowe. Hobgoblin, the devil 
and his damV cannot have been a literal translation from the 
Italian. Munday’s treatment of the Robin Hood story ran into 
two parts. Part i, when the plays were printed in 1601 , was 

^ Quoted by Collier, History of Dramatic Poetry, 1879, vol. in, p, 60. But for 
‘dam’ we ought probably to read ‘dame.’ 
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entitled The Doiunfall of Robert, Earle of Huntington) part it 
was called The Heath of Robert, Earle of Huntington ; but both 
title-pages describe the earl as ‘called Robin Hood of merrie 
Slierwodde; It would seem probable that, in a passage in the 
first play, we have a description of an earlier play, of which 
Mimday’s aspires to be a reconstruction. This contained ‘mirthful 
matter full of game ’ and confined itself strictly to the pranks and 
pastimes of Robin Hood, Maid Marian, Friar Tuck and the other 
familiar personages of the Robin Hood May game. Munday 
prides himself upon adding to this the story of ‘noble Robert’s 
wrong’ and ‘ his mild forgetting’ of ‘treacherous injury.’ Fleay 
thinks that the old play was The Pastoral Comedy of Robin Hood 
and Little John, written in 1594. It cannot be claimed that the 
attempt to identify Robin Hood with Robert earl of Huntington, 
and Maid Marian with the ‘chaste Matilda’ whom king John 
persecuted, is artistically successful; the two elements of history 
and folklore are not satisfactorily fused together. On the whol^ 
John a Kent and John a Cumber has more artistic unity than The 
Downfall of Robert, Earle of Hunthigton. But the effort to work 
in the historical element is due to a true artistic instinct and 
aspiration. Munday wishes to raise his subject above farce and 
horseplay to a romantic and even tragic level. He gropes, also, 
after some sort of organic unity which shall make his play more 
than a series of incidents. An effort is made to produce sustained 
blank verse, which is most successful in the earl of Leicester’s 
account of the prowess of Richard I. For a moment, the dramatist 
touches the epic note of the history play, when he is fired by the 
thought of the deeds of Richard Cceur de Lion. But, as a whole, 
the historical side of the play is weak and feebly conceived. On 
the romantic and imaginative side, it is stronger. When Fitzwater 
copes upon the stage seeking ‘ the poor man’s patron, Robin Hpod,’ 
and the life of the greenwood is described, Munday uses the riming 
verse which he seems always to handle more easily than blank 
verse, and the result may be called a pleasant and intelligent 
attempt to express the soul of the old English Robin Hood story. 
This IS the soundest and best part of the play and was deservedly 
popular. W'e find in the play phrases that may have rested in the 
mind ot Shakespeare : such are ‘heaven’s glorious canopy,’ ‘made 
tie green sea red’ and, in the second part, ‘the multitudes of seas 
died red with blood’; but a more general influence upon Shake- 
gieare s work of Monday’s attempt to idealise and dignify the 
Robin Hood legend may, probably, be found in As You Like It 
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‘Munday was paid £5 for the first part of his play in February 
1]598, and its vogue may have prompted Shakespearc'S picture of 
the forest ‘where they live like the old Robin Hood of England ... 
and fleet the time carelessly as they did in the golden world.’ 
The first part of Robin Hood was immediately succeeded by a 
second part, in which Munday was assisted by Henry Chettle. 
^en the two parts were printed in 1601, The Doimifall wm 
Chettle’s revision of Munday’s play for performance at court at 
the end of 1598. This revision clearly consisted of the induction 
in which the play is set and the ‘Skeltonical’ rimes. The Death 
presents a more difficult problem. Up to the death of Robin 
Hood, it is, in the main, Munday’s work and continues the style 
and tone of Munday’s combination of the Robin Hood legend with 
a history; but this occupies less than one third of the play, and, 
when Robert is dead, a new play begins dealing with the ‘lamentable 
tragedy of chaste Matilda,’ and striking a tragic note quite different 
fi’om anything written by Munday. At the end of The Downfall^ 
a second play is promised us, which is to describe the funeral of 
Richard Coeur de Lion; and this was written in 1598, but is no 
longer extant. It is tempting to suppose that the opening section 
of The HeaiA I was written originally as a part of The Funeral of 
Biehard Coeur de Lion ', and that Ghettle, when he ‘mended’ the 
play for the court, cut dowp Munday’s work as much as he could. 

In Henslowe’s diary, Munday is mentioned in connection with 
fifteen or, perhaps, sixteen plays, between December 1597 and 
December 1602. Of these, only two — The Downfall of Eohert, 
Marie of Huntington and The Set at Tennis— bxq ascribed to 
his sole authorship, Munday’s most frequent collaborators are 
Drayton, Qhettle, Wilson, Hathwaye and Dekker; Smith, Middleton 
and Webster are mentioned as collaborating once. Of the lost 
plays in which Munday had a share, we know that The Funeral 
of Bichard Oo&ur de Lion continued the Robin Hood plays, while 
Mother Redcap and Valentine and Orson belonged almost certainly 
to the same type of play, which used sources more popular than 
those of either the Italian romance or the literary chronicle. 
These plays were founded upon ballads and chap-books and folk¬ 
lore. They make a clumsy use of historical motives and romantic 
motives and generally fail to fuse them successfully with low 
life scenes—with the ‘crew’ of peasants, or ‘sort’ of artisans— 
which are often the salt of the play. Sir John Oldcasile is another 
play in which Munday collaborated. The first part of this play has 
survived. It shows a distinct advance towards the ‘history’ in 









320 Lesser Llis^abethan Dramatists 


the Shakespearean sense, and helps us to realise the special 
achievement of a genius which, on the one hand, was to 
create the Shakespearean romantic comedy and, on the other 
the Shakespearean history^ But these plays of Munday, just 
because there is no genius in them, are more easily perceived to 
be natural developments of the interlude as written by the elder 
Wilson. In drawing the tree of our drama’s descent, we must 
insert them between Shakespeare and the interludes. 

A play of exactly the same genre as Munday’s plays is the 
anonymous Loohe about you, printed 1600 ; and it requires some 
notice because, in some respects, it is the best specimen of its 
class. We find Robin Hood and Robert earl of Huntington 
identified in this play as in The Downfall and The Death. But 
Robin is a youth remarkable for his good looks and the ward of 
prince Richard, afterwards Coeur de Lion; his action in the play 
is subordinate. Chronologically, therefore, our play would seem 
to come UtvfQQu John a Kent and The Downfall. We are in 
exactly the same atmosphere of mixed history and folklore, re¬ 
corded, probably, in ballads and chap-books. Some of the 
amateurish mannerisms of The Downfall, such as the use of 
'too-too,’ and the doubling of words and phrases to obtain emphasis, 
occur in Looke about while the relation to the play of the 
two tricksters, Skink and the ‘humorous’ earl of Gloster^, is a 
repetition of the use made of the rival wizards in John a Kent. 
The earl of Gloster is, perhaps, a reminiscence in the popular mind 
of Robert earl of Gloster, natural son of Henry I and father-in-law 
of Ranulph earl of Chester, who is connected with the meagre 
historical element in John a Kent. The historical part of Loole 
about you deals with the quarrels of the sons of Henry II and is 
exceptionally naive, undignified and clownish. Skink and Gloster 
are a sort of double Vice. Skink is tacked on to history as the 
agent who administered the poison to fair Rosamond. The play 
opens by his appearance before parliament, where Gloster strikes 
him in the king’s presence. Gloster is committed to the Fleet 
prison for striking Skink and, after this perfunctory historical 
opening, the real business of the ‘pleasant comedy" begins with 
f succession of disguises, personations and tricks by 
which Skink and Gloster deceive and bewilder their pursuers, 
here are reminiscences of The Comedy of Errors in the play 


1 As to the ascription of this play to Shakespeare see chap, x above, 
ar suggests the possibility that, 

at one time, he was Eobin Goodfellow, ^ V ' 
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and, still more clearly, of the Falstalf scenes in Henry IV. Old 
Sir Richard Faiiconbridge is a far-away echo of Falstaff; there is 
a drawer who answers ‘ anon ’; but the glimpses of the inside of 
the Fleet and of London taverns are at first-hand, and bring 
Elizabethan London pleasantly before us. The stammering runner 
Redcap is a humorous character of real originality, whose tireless 
activity adds delightfully to the bustle and rush of the play. We 
should like to claim this play for Munday; but, in the historical 
scenes and especially in the character of prince John, we have 
a style which cannot be Munday’s and was, perhaps, Chettle’s. It 
is abrupt and extravagantly emphatic. Munday’s tragical note in 
The Downfall and The Death is smooth, sentimental and lachry¬ 
mose ; this writer’s is rough, fierce and gloomy. It is very tempting 
to discern in the clumsily boorish quarrels of Henry’s sons and in 
the fierce rant of prince John early work of Henry Chettle. 

From about 1692, Munday was in the city’s service, and pro¬ 
bably began to write pageants about that date, although his extant 
pageants date from 1605 to 1616. His historical and antiquarian 
interests brought him the friendship of Stow, and, in 1606, after 
Stow’s death, he was instructed by the corporation to revise the 
Survey of London, which revision was printed in 1618. It is 
probable, therefore, that Munday left off writing for the stage 
about 1603. His earlier career is excellently illustrated by the 
attacks made upon him in the course of the ‘ war of the theatres,’ 
which broke out at the end of the century. In The Case is 
Altered, Jonson introduces him as Antonio Balladino, the ‘pageant 
poet,’ ‘when a worse cannot be had,’ and makes him describe his 
own style as eminently ‘ wholesome ’— 

I do use as much stale stuff, though I say it myself, as any man does 
in that kind I am sure.... Why, look you, Sir, I write so plain and keep 
that old decorum that you must of necessity like it. 

As for the new, more elegant play, ‘ the common sort they care 
hot for it.’ This, no doubt, was true. We must not assume that 
the typical Elizabethan cared only for Shakespeare and Ben 
Jonson. There was a large public to whom inferior plays appealed, 
and for whose tastes Henslowe’s group of writers very largely 
catered. Munday has reason when he declares, ‘an they’ll give 
me twenty pounds a play, I’ll not raise my vein.’ Besides Jonson’s 
admirable raillery, we have the equally interesting lampoon of 
Munday in Histrio-IIastix, an early allegorical play, revised, pro¬ 
bably by Marston, in 1599. The sketch of the ‘sort’ of players 
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is a vivid picture of an Elizabethan ‘ company/ scratched hastily 
together, and not quite clear whose men they are : 

Once in a week new masters we seek, 

And never can hold together. 

Posthast, the ‘ pageanter ’ and writer of ballads, is the poet of the 
company, very anxious to show his skill in ‘ extempore ’ riming. 
There is no ‘new luxury or blandishment" in his style, but ‘plenty 
of old England’s mothers words.’ But the writings of such ‘ballad- 
mongers’ and ‘apprentices,’ says Marston, ‘ best please the vulgar 
seiiseV ' 

It is natural, after considering Mun day’s work and personality, 
to proceed to the consideration of Henry Chettle’s dramatic 
activity; but this implies discussing the tragedy of our group 
of dramatists before we treat of their comedy. Both tragedy 
and comedy are natural developments from such a play as 
TJie Downfall', but, on the whole, we should expect what is 
actually the case, that the group of plays we have been consider¬ 
ing would lead rather to comedy than to tragedy, and that, on 
the whole, the comedies would be better than the tragedies. The 
Death of Robert, Earle of Huntington, Chettle’s play on Matilda’s 
death, is a complete contrast in tone and spirit to the work of 
Munday which preceded it. 

If, from the scope ofliis activities and the length of his life, 
Munday may be placed at the head of those lesser Elizabethan 
dramatists whose work was not strong enough to survive except in 
fragments, we must place next to him, for mere amount of literary 
output, Henry Chettle, whom Henslowe associates with some fifty 
plays. His personality can be made out with tolerable clearness. 
He was the son of a London dyer, apprenticed in 1577 to a 
stationer, and free of the company in 1584. In writing to Thomas 
Nashe, he signs himself ‘Your old Compositor,’ which means that, 
in 1589—90, he set up ISTashe’s tracts against Marprelate. In 1591, 
he entered into partnership with two not very reputable stationers, 
William Hoskins and John Danter. They published a good many 
ballads, some of which may have been from Chettle’s pen; and 
some plays—one of Peele’s, one of Lodge’s, a Titus Andronicus in 
1594 and, in 1597, the surreptitious first quarto of Romeo and 
Juliet. Only one tract by Chettle himself was issued by Danter ; 
but, in 1592, Chettle edited Greens Groatsworth of Wit, and, 

^ K. Simpson’s School of Shakespere, vol. ii, pp. 21, 31, 33, 39, 40, 51, 62, 67. 
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sQon after) wrote his Kinde Hart’s Dreame, both of them memor¬ 
able fpi* their references to Shakespeare. These facts establish 
very definitely Chettle’s connection with playwrights and the stage. 
Banter’s presses were confiscated in 1597 for printing Jesu’s 
Psalter without authority, and he printed no more; but it is 
interesting to find Munday’s Palladino of England licensed to 
Banter shortly before he was suppressed as a printer. Upon the 
failure of the printing business, Chettle would seem to have turned 
to the writing of plays for a livelihood. In 1598, Meres names him 
among ‘ our best for comedy,’ which is disconcerting, inasmuch as 
his comedies have not survived. From Kinde Hart’s Hreame 
(1593), we can gather that the humours of early comedy did not 
come amiss to him, and, if we may ascribe to him the Welsh scenes 
of Patient Grissill, we have in them a good example of a rather 
boisterous, though, at the same time, arid, comedy which suits his 
tragic vein \ But Chettle was the most copious of Henslowe’s colla¬ 
borators. For about a dozen plays, he alone receives payment, 
and we may suppose that these were his own work. In the early 
months of 1598, a regular partnership was carried on between 
Chettle, Bekker, Brayton and Wilson. In 1599, Bekker is most 
frequently Chettle’s collaborator. In 1600, Day begins to work 
with him. On two occasions, he collaborates with Jonson. But of 
all his work very little has survived. We have conjectured that 
his tragic style is to be detected first in the melodramatic rant of 
prince John in Loohe about you. The allusion in that play to 
the ‘ burning crown of red-hot iron,’ with which prince Henry 
threatens to sear Gloster’s brain, is found again in the single play 
extant which is ascribed to Chettle alone— Tragedy of 
But, before we discuss this, we must examine 
Chettle’s work in The Death of Robert, Earle of Huntington, 
written in 1598. The few scenes in that drama which bring us to 
the death of Robin Hood are described as a ‘short play,’ and the 
audience is asked to have patience while Matilda’s tragedy is 
ended. After three dumb-shows, the story of king John’s pursuit 
(^ Matilda is taken up, and with it is combined the story of the 
starvation of lady Bruce and her little son. The epilogue describes 
this play as ‘ Matilda’s story shown in act,’ and ‘ rough-hewn out 
by an uncunning hand.’ That is to say, our play is the ‘ old com¬ 
positor’s’ first tragedy in which he works alone. He succeeds in 
striking a note of gloom and grief which marks the play off very 
clearly from the tamely cheerful work of Munday. But the style 

> ^ As to PaUfint Griss/ii, cf. yol. VI, chap. II, 
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is extremely ‘iincunniiig’ and amateurish. Sometimes, it is merely 
jejune and pedestrian, as when Leicester, surrendering to John, 

humibly begs his Highness to beware 
Of wronging innocence as he hath done. 

At other times, it is almost comically naive and undignified, as in 
the scene where the earl of Oxford tries to persuade queen Elinor 
not to take too seriously the king’s infidelities. But the dramatist 
struggles manfully to rise above commonplace, and, though he pro¬ 
duces mainly rant and fustian, there are occasional glimpses of 
dignity and power: as when king John says of his nobles 
Of high heroic spirits be they all; 
and when he breaks out to Fitzwater, 

Old brands of malice in thy bosom rest. 

Moreover, Chettle has the conception in his mind of an atmosphere 
of horror and grief as necessary to tragedy. But the elaborate 
account of the starving of lady Bruce and her boy is a clumsy 
failure, more painful to the reader because he must recall Dante’s 
canto on Ugolino’s death. Only in one place, where lord Bruce 
shows his murdered mother to the nobles, does the rant approach 
poetic force and suggest to us the style which gives some merit to 
The Tragedy of Hoffman, If Chettle copies any master in 
Matilda’s tragedy, it is Marlowe in his most inflated vein; in 
one or two places, the influence of Shakespeare’s Richard II is, 
perhaps, to be detected. 

Could we be certain that the second play in the Two Lament¬ 
able Tragedies is Chettle’s work, we should have an interesting 
example of the development of his tragic manner. If we may take 
Henslowe’s writers as representative of the lesser dramatists and, 
therefore, as reflecting the dramatic tastes and capacities of the 
less cultured patrons of the drama, we perceive that, just at the end 
of the sixteenth century, a definite taste for tragedy was setting in. 
In 1598 and 1599, we find in Henslowe’s lists a series of plays which 
were domestic tragedies founded upon actual murders as they were 
recorded in the ballads and pamphlets of the day. It was natural 
that, if plays were being made out of folklore ballads upon 
Robin Hood and other national heroes, mythical or historical, the 
murder ballad should be seized upon for stage purposes, and such a 
use could not but convey into serious drama a new strain of realism 
and vitality. Tragedy would thus be prevented from losing itself 
in the imaginative incoherence of the ‘ revenge ’ plays which Kyd’s 
genius, catching fire from Seneca, had brought into vogue. Arden 
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of Feversham, printed in 1592, proves that the possibilities of 
domestic tragedy had been perceived before Henslowe’s day— 
perhaps even as early as 1578/9, when The Creiveltie of a Step¬ 
mother and Murderous mychaell are mentioned in the accounts 
of the revels\ In 1598 and 1599, Henslowe’s collaborators pro¬ 
duced two parts of Black Bateman of the North, Cox of 
Collumpton, The Stepmothers Tragedy and Page of Plymouth, 
all of which have been plausibly classed as ‘ murder ’ plays. 
About the same date, if not earlier, the extant Warning for Faire 
Women must have been written, a play composed with more pains 
than Henslowe’s writers usually bestowed upon their productions. 
The author had no dramatic or poetic genius; but his play is a 
transcript from the daily life of the people. It neither exaggerates 
nor idealises; it makes no effort to be tragic or comic, but is so 
steeped in English lower class sentiment and feeling that it will 
always possess interest and value. In 1599, Day and Haughton 
collaborated for Henslowe in Thomas Memp, or Beech's Tragedy. 
The murder of Robert Beech by Thomas Merry took place in 
London in 1594, and was duly recorded in a pamphlet and in 
ballads. This murder is the subject of the first of the two murders 
commemorated in Two Lamentable Tragedies, printed as by 
Rob. Yarington in 1601. The second murder is an Italian version 
of the story of the babes in the wood. Now, when we look at 
Chettle’s work for Henslowe, at the end of 1599, we find him at 
work upon a certain Orphan's Tragedy, for which, in November, 
he receives two payments of 10s. Much later, in September 1601, 
he receives another 10s. for the same play. Moreover, in January 
1600, a payment of £2 is made to John Day in earnest of The 
Italian Tragedy. It is a plausible explanation of these entries 
that Chettle wrote the main part of The Orphan's Tragedy, being 
helped by Day, and that, in 1601, he was again employed to throw 
into a single play Day and Haughton’s Thomas Merry and Day 
and Chettle’s Orphan's Tragedy. He had done similar work in 
the case of the Robin Hood plays ; The Death of Robert, Earle of 
Huntington is just as clumsy and mechanical an amalgamation as 
Two Lamentable Tragedies, This view supposes that Robert 
Yarington is a pseudonym, or that he merely prepared Chettle’s 
work for the press. Chettle’s style is to be looked for mainly in 
the second of the Two Lamentable Tragedies, which represents 
The Orphan's Tragedy, otherwise called The Italian Tragedy, of 
Henslowe’s diary. In these scenes, we find repeated with greater 

^ Of., as to the development of English domestic drama, vol. vi, chap. iv. 




aim and goal of Chettle’s art. But there are, also, echoes of the 
style of Shakespeare’s Richard II, and of the peculiar note of 
exquisite self-pity to which the deposed king gives perfect ex¬ 
pression. The second of the Two Lamentable Tragedies may, 
very plausibly, be set down as Chettle’s work ; but the first play 
is quite different in character. In parts, it is extraordinarily bald 
and pedestrian in its realism, takina- out of nrose nn,mr>hlAta nil 


that is trivial and brutal with unintelligent accuracy. On the 
whole, it lacks the emotional and imaginative vehemence of the 
Chettle drama. Is this the tragic style of Haughton after Day’s 
work has been stripped away ? It is noticeable that the inartistic 
faithfulness of the realism which we find here follows the method 
of the writer of A warning for Faire Women, which play must be 
supposed to have prompted the writing of Thomas Merry and, 
probably, of Chettle’s play also. But there are occasional intru¬ 
sions into the Merry play of Chettle’s heightened emotionalism, 
due, probably, to his revision as amalgamator ; and the induction 
and chorus scenes, suggested by similar scenes in X warning 
for Faire Women, are, probably, also by Chettle. These are more 
nearly passionate and tragic than those in A warning, where the 
reader is mainly interested in the faithful description of the actual 
figures of Comedy and Tragedy, with drum, bagpipes and qther 
stage properties. As personifications, they are wooden and lifeless, 
while Clieftle’s Homicide, Avarice and Truth have I'n them some 
breath of life and imagination. In every way, then, Chettle’s power 
improves and develops in the Two La/mentable Tragedies. His 
style gains in compression, and there are fewer lapses into rough¬ 
ness and banality ; and, as a reviser, he shows more judgment and 
neatness in joining together his two plays than he did in the case of 
the Robin Hood plays. At the same time, it must be granted that 
these revisions and amalgamations are not in any sense fusions; 
the two plots are merely tied together without any true coherence 
in a maimer essentially inartistic. 

The Tragedy of Hoffman, or A Revenge for a Father survives 
in an edition of 1631. Unfortunately, the text is much corrupted, 
t Bullon’s QZd PZai/a, vol, IV, p. 48. 
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The play is one of revenge and murder of the type first made 
popular by Kyd; but it has none of Kyd’s fluency and lucidity. It 
follows very naturally upon the plays we have just been con¬ 
sidering. It is written with a concentration and energy of lan¬ 
guage and metre, lapsing continually into obscurity, which 
approximate to the stabbing ferocity of style conspicuous in the 
work of Marston and Tourneur. The dramatist’s power of creat¬ 
ing a tragic atmospliere, already noted in Chettle’s treatment of 
Matilda’s story, is matured in Hoffman. His imagination collects 
and groups together a succession of scenes which are consistently 
gloomy and horrible. It is worth noticing that Henslowe men¬ 
tions Chettle twice in 1602 as collaborating with Webster. 
Hoffman was composed at the end of 1602; so Chettle may have 
stimulated the genius of Webster and himself received some in¬ 
spiration from that great tragedian. Hoffman is a second part, 
probably of The Danish Tragedy which Henslowe mentions earlier 
in 1602. When the play begins, the hero, Hofihaan, is discovered 
lurking in a cave on the sea-shore with his father’s skeleton. The 
father, admiral Hoflinan, has been executed as a pirate by the 
duke of Lunenburg, who destroyed him by fastening a burning 
crown of red-hot iron on his temples. The duke’s son, Otho, is 
conveniently shipwrecked near HoflPman’s cave, and becomes his 
first victim. Hoffiman, by the help of Lorrique, Otho’s valet, per¬ 
sonates Otho and continues his riot of revenge with considerable 
ingenuity and entire success, until he falls in love with Otho’s 
mother and, in consequence of this weakness, is entrapped and 
himself perishes by the torture of the burning crown. There are 
many correspondences between this play and Hamlet, but no real 
similarity. Shakespeare is human and sympathetic in a species of 
art which Chettle makes inhuman and almost insane. Hofiman, the 
revenge-mad hero of Chettle’s tragedy, is a special development of 
Marlowe’s tragic type ; but Chettle is without Marlowe’s sense of 
the beautiful. Marlowe’s type is hardened and coarsened. Chettle, 
however, by the time he wrote Hoffman, had improved upon 
the workmanship of 3£atilda’s Tragedy, and his coarse but 
powerful melodrama was appreciated, probably, by a large public. 
Chettle died before 1606. In that year, his friend Dekker repre¬ 
sents him as joining the poets in Elysium—Chaucer, Spenser, 
Marlowe and the rest; ‘in comes Chettle sweating and blowing by 
reason of his fatness.’ If Dekker felt that the ‘ old compositor 
belonged to the company of which Marlowe, Greene and Peele 
were notable members, we need not doubt that he had reason for 
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Iiis judgment, and that Chettle’s capacity is inadequately repre¬ 
sented in what lias survived of his work. Chettle was never so 
well to do as Munday. He belongs to the needy band of poets who 
were dependent upon Henslowe for loans and were occasionally 
rescued from prison by his help. Ben Jonson looked upon such 
dependents as ‘base fellows’; but we must beware of exaggerating 
their degradation. The writers of Elizabeth’s reign, high and low, 
rich and poor, great and small, were very close to each other! 
Chettle’s Mourning Garment, written to commemorate queen 
Elizabeth’s death, is excellent prose, and contains descriptions of 
contemporary poets in verse, which are as melodious as they are 
judicious. The whole piece is eminently respectable and shows 
considerable literary culture. It is Chettle in court dress. No 
doubt, like Shakespeare, he would consider such a composition 
more truly an ‘heire of his invention’ than his not altogether 
reputable plays. 

We have seen reason to think that, in the Ttoo Lamentable 
Tragedies, a glimpse is given us of the tragic style of William 
Haughton. This writer, when he first appears in Henslowe’s 
diary, is called ‘Yonge Harton,’ and we may suppose, therefore, 
that he belonged to a group of younger men . than are represented 
by Munday and Chettle. Like Richard Hath way e, he is known to 
us only from Henslowe s notices, where he appears most frequently 
in collaboration with John Day ; but some six plays are referred to 
his sole authorship. One of these, A Woman will have her Will, 
was entered on the Stationers’ register in August 1601, but the 
first extant edition was printed in 1616 as Mnglisli-Men For my 
Money, For another extant play, printed in 1662 as Grim The 
Collier of Croijden] Or,The Devil and his Dame: With The Devil 
and Saint Henslowe made a payment to Haughton in 

1600. Both these plays, like Loohe about you, were originally 
named from a proverb or pithy phrase which is used with more or 
less fi-equency in the play; but, if we may take them as examples of 
Haughton’s comedy, they represent him at the beginning and the 
end of his development. The Devil and his Dame belongs in all its 
characteristics to the sixteenth century, when a clear species of 
comedy had not yet been evolved. A Woman loill have her Will, m 
the contrary, is regular comedy, with all the characteristics of the 
^rlier interlude, or earlier chronicle history, definitely discarded. 
The Devil amd his Dame is of the same type as the extant Munday 
plays, although the claim may be urged that it exhibits more con¬ 
structive ability in gtalting upon a quasi-historical ground a comic 
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plot, whicb almost squeezes out of existence an earlier element of 
confused folklore and history. Morgan, earl of London, and Lacy, 
earl of Kent, are colourless historical characters. Robin Goodfellow 
is introduced from English folklore. The comic scenes introducing 
Grim the collier, Clack the miller and Joan, are good examples of 
the comedy which was developed from the improvisations of 
clowns like Kemp and Tarlton. But these familiar elements are 
mixed with others which, perhaps, are Haughton’s. The play 
opens with a prologue from St Dunstan, who, ‘ on a sudden,’ is 
‘ o’ercome with sleep,’ and dreams that he sees Pluto and three 
other ‘judges of black hell’ sitting as ‘justice-benchers’ 

To hear th’ arraignment of Malbecco’s ghost 
—the Malbecco of the ninth and tenth cantos of the third book 
of Spenser’s Faerie Queene. Malbecco urges that his wife is 
to blame for his suicide, and the judges decide that Belphegor shall 
be sent among men to discover whether the many tales ‘ of men 
made miserable by marriage ’ have any truth in them. Thus, the 
real subject of the play is introduced, St Dunstan wakes up and 
we proceed, with him as chorus, to watch the fortunes of the too 
much married fiend. The conception of a single comic idea domi¬ 
nating and unifying a succession of incidents is realised in this 
play as it never is by M unday or even by the anonymous author 
of Loohe about you. In 1676, we hear of The Historie of the 
Collier, which may have been the original upon which Haughton 
worked. His play, in itself, is a good specimen of lesser Elizabethan 
drama; but it is also interesting as a link between the early 
amorphous type of play and the later comedy of manners, of which 
his second extant play, A Woman will have her Will, is a notable 
example. 

This play, in its general stylcj savours so fully of the seven¬ 
teenth century that we are inclined to wonder whether any 
revision of it took place before 1616, the date of the first ex¬ 
tant edition. There is no mark of any such revision in the^play 
as we have it. A London merchant, whose rather unamiable 
characteristics are excused by his supposed Portuguese extrac¬ 
tion, has three daughters whom he wishes to marry to three 
foreigners, a Frenchman, an Italian and a Dutchman. The comedy 
describes how the three girls, with the help of their three Englis 
lovers, succeed in outwitting the father and the three foreigneis. 
There is a brisk succession and variety of comic incident; but the 
incident is not managed so cleverly or neatly as to justify us m 
classing the play as a comedy ol intrigue. Neveitheless, t is is le 
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stuff’ out of which the genius of a Jonson couid produce his 
comedies of intrigue and manners, and which holds us back from 
regarding his work as so absolutely original as he thought it. The 
three foreigners, eacli speaking a special variety of broken English, 
seem, today, stupid and tedious; but the minute picture of the 
lanes of the old city of London, in which, for a night, the charac¬ 
ters play hide and seek, and the homely and lively reproduction 
of citizen life, are full of movement and naturalness, and give 
the play an attractiveness of its own. The characters have no 
romantic charm ; the daughters and their lovers lack refinement 
of both manners and morals. Haughton has been claimed as a 
university man, and his writing implies some culture; but his 
purposes are somewhat blunted by his personages. The serving 
man, Frisco, who is nearest of all the characters to the early clown 
type of humour, is the fullest and heartiest personality in the piece. 
The interest of the play, if we may date it in substance before 
1600, lies in its being a comedy of mingled intrigue and manners, 
without any archaic intermixture, written unaffectedly and easily, 
alongside the romantic comedy of Shakespeare and, perhaps, 
before the humorous comedy of Jonson. 

In this respect, A WoTiian will have her Will resembles 
another extant comedy, which it is surprising to find in 
existence before 1600. Henry Porter’s first work for Henslowe 
is dated May 1598, and, in about eleven months, he took part 
in five plays, producing three alone, and cooperating in the 
others with Chettle and Jonson. Of these, there is extant only 
The two angry women of AUngton, of which there were two 
editions in 1599. The most probable interpretation of Henslowe’s 
entries is that this play was the Love Prevented of 1598. But 
Porter had probably served a short apprenticeship as a dramatist, 
since we have record of a payment to him of £5 in December 
1596. It would, indeed, be hard to believe that he wrote The two 
angry women of Ahington as his first piece of dramatic work. It 
is a comedy of such full-blooded gusto and such strength and 
decision of style that it lifts its author out of the ranks of lesser 
dramatists. ‘Abington’ is the village of Abingdon near Oxford, and 
the play is a strong and sturdy picture of rural life ; it smacks of 
the soil, and has in it something of the vigour and virility which 
stamp Jonson’s best work. The two angry mothers of the play are 
not altogether pleasing characters, but they are alive and life-like; 
and the husbands are delineated firmly and naturally, without any 
fumbling or exaggeration. The daughter Mall, no doubt, is an 


Other Lesser Dramatists. Drayton 331 

‘animar; she is without the romantic charm of Juliet, but is an 
honest English lass for all that, living and breathing as Rubens 
might have painted her. The life in the writing of the play is 
what makes it remarkable. It does not smell of the lamp. The 
author has a native power of imparting substance and vitality to 
his characters, and he would have gone far if he had continued to 
write. The merit of Porter’s play has caused the suggestion that it 
is to be identified with The Comedy of Humours of May 1597, and 
that he suggested to Joiison his theories of ‘humours’ in the com¬ 
position of comedy; but there is clear evidence that the latter play 
is Chapman’s Humerous dayes Myrtli. Nevertheless, Jonson’s 
stimulus from such work as Porter’s need not be doubted. He 
collaborated with Porter in Hot Anger soon Cold in 1598, and 
produced his Every Man in His Humour in the same year—in 
which play it is not so much the theory of ‘humours’ that is 
remarkable as the sober forceful painting of English life and 
character. Ben Jonson was not so isolated as he supposed. Just 
as we can perceive a background to Shakespeare’s genius in the 
work of Munday and Chettle, so the comedies of the younger men 
among our lesser dramatists—such men as Haughton and Porter 
—prove that Jonson’s art was in the air when he began to write; 
and from Porter he need not have disdained to learn. 

We reach now the lesser dramatists whose work was too insig¬ 
nificant to survive. Five of Henslowe’s writers have one play each 
credited to their sole authorship with a considerable amount of 
work done in partnership. But, of this work, almost nothing is ex¬ 
tant. Richard Hathwaye appears in Henslowe’s diary fi:*om 1597 to 
1603. The first play by him noted in the diary is King Arthur^ 
the only play in which he has no collaborator. It can hardly have 
been his first work. Perhaps he was growing out of fashion; 
he is mentioned by Meres as a veteran. Of the seventeen plays in 
which he collaborated, only the first part of Sir John Oldcastle 
has survived. This play contains, also, the only extant work of 
Robert Wilson, who collaborated in sixteen plays, and has one 
ascribed to his sole authorship. W. W. Greg suggests that he is 
mentioned by Meres because his main activity was in 1598 and, 
therefore, his name was specially before the public when Meres 
wrote. Wentworth Smith is the third writer with one play to his 
name. He collaborated in fourteen others, of which not one has 
survived. But, apparently, he began dramatic work in 1601, and 
may, very possibly, be the Wentworth Smith whose play 
Hector of Germaine was acted about 1613 and printed in 1615, 
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It is to be feared that Michael Drayton’s dramatic work, also, 
must be conjectured to have lacked the force and personal im¬ 
press by which plays were kept alive. Let us consider what 
Henslowe’s records say of him. He, again, has but a single play to 
his sole credit, and this has perished. He takes part in twenty- 
three plays, of which but one, the first part oiSir John Oldcastle, 
is extant. Drayton, alone among Henslowe’s writers, regarded 
the writing of plays as discreditable; and this fact suggested to 
Fleay the theory that his plays could be safely appropriated by 
unprincipled printers, but that, as the printer could not use 
Drayton’s name, Shakespeare’s name or initials appear on the 
title-pages of plays really by Drayton. This theory assigns to him 
Cromwell, The London Prodigall, The Merry Devill of Edmon¬ 
ton, A Yorhshire Tragedy and Sir Thomas More. It is added 
that a great unevenness of activity is noticeable in the record 
of Drayton’s work for Henslowe, and that, therefore, he could 
very well have written for other companies. The obvious weak 
point of this theory is that unprincipled printers stole none of 
the plays which Drayton wrote for Henslowe’s company. If, in 
these plays, there was work of the rank of A Yorkshire Tragedy 
OY The Merry Devill of Edmordon, it is reasonable to suppose that 
they would not have been let die. Drayton’s genius, moreover, as 
we know it apart from his unknown plays, was essentially un- 
dramatic, and, in competition with writers like Dekker and 
Chettle, we should expect it to fail to assert itself. In spite, there¬ 
fore, of the deference due to Fleay, we must reluctantly include 
Drayton among the dramatists whose work could not liveh 

John Day is represented by Henslowe as beginning work in 
1598, receiving payment once only as sole jauthor, and collaborat¬ 
ing in twenty-one plays. Of all this work, we have left only the 
first part of The Blmd Beggar of Bednal Green—fov we have 
supposed that all Day’s work was cut out ruthlessly from Two 
Lamentahle Tragedies. The hasty vehement copious writing 
which formed a large part of the partnership plays of Henslowe’s 
writers swamped the delicate and slowly flowing fountain of Day’s 
ark The Blind Beggar of Bednal Green is a confused, hastily- 
written play, plotted on Munday’s model, and taking its story and 
hue from the ballad-lore of the day, but not so pleasant and sweet 
as Munday would have made it. It may, probably, be taken as a 
specimen of Chettle’s comedy, and gave no scope to Day’s special 
gifts. Day s best work. The Parliament of Bees, dates from 1640, 

* Compare Child, H., in vol. IV, chap, X, p. 183, 
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and is vitally connected in style and excellence with that small 
group of extant plays by Day which began in 1606 after king 
James’s accession. We shall, therefore, treat Day’s main work 
as Jacobean ; as an Elizabethan, he cannot be shown to have 
achieved success. 

Samuel Rowley wrote comparatively little for Henslowe. He 
was a player in the Admiral’s company, and begins to receive pay¬ 
ments as a playwright in 1601. He apparently showed capacity, 
for, in 1602, he received £7 for a play called Joshua, not extant, 
as well as £4 for additions to Doctor Faustus, written in con¬ 
junction with W. Birde. But we must not judge him by his 
attempts to introduce into Marlowe’s masterpiece some comic relief 
which would help the play with the groundlings. Comic scenes of 
this nature were insisted upon by popular audiences, and it was pro¬ 
bably this childish weakness which forced Shakespeare’s imagina¬ 
tion to that high flight which succeeded in harmonising these 
comic scenes with tragedy in Hamlet, King Lear and Macheth. 
Rowley’s capacity must be judged by When you see me, You know 
me. Or the famous Chronicle Historie of king Henry VIII, 
acted in May 1603. In all respects, the play is like the Muiiday 
plays discussed above, with this important difference, that it is 
more definitely a ‘history’ than are these plays. It leaves the 
region of folklore and chap-book and ballad, and attempts to 
dramatise actual history. This it does more clearly and effectively 
than Sir John Oldcastle, where the main character is dealt 
with as a popular favourite and not historically. Rowley’s play is 
of great interest as the forerunner of Henry VIII; but, in 
itself, it has merits. There is force and movement in the verse, 
and Wolsey’s character, as an embodiment of pride and ambition, is 
presented with decision. The soliloquy in which he states his inten¬ 
tion ‘ To dig for glory in the hearts of men,’ is the germ of his great 
speeches in the later play. But the scenes in which Will Sommers 
appears carry us back to the days when the leading clown was 
allowed to display his comic talents regardless of the progress of the 
play; and the element of popular tale and story is given full scope 
in the night rambles of Henry VIII, while the naive indelicacy of 
the jokes at the end of the play is not to be paralleled in Munday's 
work. We cannot, therefore, claim that Rowley has produced a 
‘history’ in Shakespeare’s style, although, in this play, he may be 
said to have worked in that direction. There is extant, also. The 
Nolle printed in 1634 as ‘ written by S. R.’ It is an in¬ 

teresting play, containing work by Day which he uses over again 
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in his Parliament of Bees, and it probably had been worked 
over by Dekker. Eowley, very possibly, wrote a large part of the 
original play, and it adds to the impression of his talent produced 
by When you see me, You know me. 

The Elizabethan drama was essentially popular. The lesser 
Elizabethan drama was popular in a double sense, as being that 
large part of the total output which appealed to the tastes 
of those who were not capable of rising to the imaginative 
and intellectual standards of Shakespeare and Jonson. But, 
if there was a lesser drama which was too popular to be 
artistic in the high sense, there was, also, a lesser drama which 
failed of the first rank because it was not popular enough; because 
it was pedantic and learned, and tied to classical methods and 
traditions. In France, this drama, which imitated Seneca, dominated 
the stage, and, through the French poet Robert Gamier, it exer¬ 
cised a fruitful influence upon a coterie of distinguished literary 
people in England. In 1590, lady Pembroke translated Garnier’s 
Marc-Antoine into scholarly English blank verse, using lyrical 
measures for the choruses and reaching, in this part of her work, 
a high level of excellence. Eaniel’s Cleopatra, printed in 1594, 
was a sequel to lady Pembroke’s play, and his PMlotas was a 
second study in the same style. Both plays are meritorious and 
may be read with pleasure. Thomas Kyd, also, at a date which 
is uncertain, but under lady Pembroke’s influence, translated 
Gamier’s Corndie. The extant play is dated 1594. But in touch 
with this circle of poets was a genius of very singular and rare 
quality, Fulke Greville, born 1554, who produced two plays which 
were probably written in the main before the end of the century-— 
Mustapha, printed 1609, and AlaJiam, which was not printed till 
after lord Brooke’s death\ While Greville imitates the Senecaii 
model, he largely discards what was characteristic of Seneca, and 
evolves for himself a drama that is Greek in its intensity and 
severity of outline, but peculiar to itself in its selection of dramatic 
types and character from the world of politics and statesmanship. 
His two plays, which are planned on the same lines, are attempts 

to trace out the high waies of amhitious governours and to show in the 
practice that the more audacity advantage and good success such Soveraign- 
ties have, the more they hasten to theire own desolation and mine 2. 

He tells us that his mind has been fixed more ‘upon the images of 
Life than the images of Wit,’ and that he writes for ‘ those only 
that are weather-beaten in the sea of this world.’ But he has a 

1 Compare ante, vol. iv, chap, rx, « Works (Grosart), vol. iv, pp. 222—3. 
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command of concentrated and often highly imaginative phrases, 
such as: ‘Despair hath bloody heels’; ‘Confusion is the justice 
of the devil’; ‘Sickness mows down desire’; ‘A king’s just 
favourite is truth ’; ‘ Few mean ill in vain.’ In his choruses, his 
verse, occasionally, reaches a gnomic weight and solemnity, which 
rivals Milton’s Samson Agonistes. His speculation, by its mere 
intensity, is essentially poetical. The originality of his work be¬ 
comes clear when we compare it with the dull though able con¬ 
temporary MonarchicTi Tragedies of Sir William Alexander, 
afterwards earl of Stirling. Greville is the seer or Hebrew 
prophet of the Elizabethan dramatists, and, therefore, he is a 
solitary figure. Although a practical politician of large ex¬ 
perience, he was yet able to view politics specie aeternitatis imd 
to declare his convictions with extraordinary sincerity in his two 
plays. 




CHAPTER XIV 


SOME POLITICAL AND SOCIAL ASPECTS OF THE LATER 
ELIZABETHAN AND EARLIER STEWART PERIOD. 

The present survey of English dramatic literature before the 
civil war has now been carried to a midway point where it may 
be permissible to pause in order to glance rapidly at some political 
and social aspects of a period which, in the history of English 
drama, may be said to have reached its height with the completion 
of Shakespeare’s creative career. The later years of Elizabeth’s 
reign, and the earlier part of her successor’s, beyond which it is not 
proposed, except in some occasional remarks, to extend the range 
of this chapter, constituted an age of singularly marked charac¬ 
teristics in English political and social life. It was a period of high 
aspirations, of much turbulence and unrest, of deeds mighty in 
themselves and mightier in their results, and of numberless minor 
changes in the conditions of things, which, as it were, break the 
light in which the great achievements of the time display them¬ 
selves to posterity. It was an age, too, of strong individualities, 
of men and women moved by their passions and their interests to 
think, speak and act without veiling their thoughts, words and 
deeds; enjoying life to the full and not afraid of death; ardent, 
revengeful, remorseless—it was, in a word, the height of the 
English phase of the renascence. Some of these phenomena are 
mirrored with more or less distinctness in the great stream of 
dramatic production of which the present volume and its successor 
seek to describe the course ; of others, though but dimly or inter¬ 
mittently reflected on the same surface, the presence is not to be 
ignored. What little can be said of any of them in this place 
may, at all events, serve to suggest closer and deeper research in 
fields of enquiry inexhaustible alike in their variety and in their 
special interest for students of the English drama. 

Queen Elizabeth, we remember, had sat on the throne during 
seventeen or eighteen eventful years before the first theatre was 
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erected in her capital; the passing of the ordinance of the lords 
and commons which put a stop to the performance of any stage- 
play was, within a few weeks, followed by the actual outbreak of 
the great civil war. Long before her decease, the person of the 
English queen who had ‘swum to the throne through a sea of 
sorrow ’ had become, in very truth, the incarnation of the nation’s 
highest hopes ; twoscore years had not gone by after Elizabeth’s 
death when the English parliament levied against the king an army 
‘in defence of’ him and itself. In the last decade of the sixteenth 
century, England, whose foes, a generation earlier, had judged her 
easy to conquer ‘because she wanted armor,’ had successfully 
defied the Catholic reaction and the would-be world-monarchy of 
Spain ; towards the middle of the seventeenth, the great war 
which had swallowed up all other European wars came to a close 
without England so much as claiming a voice in the settlement. 
Side by side with the series of events and transactions which 
prepared or marked these tremendous changes, the history of 
English drama and of English dramatic literature—hitherto a 
gradual growth, whether in the highways of popular life or in the 
tranquil habitations of scholars and their pupils—pursued its now 
self-assertive course. Those would err who, in this or in any 
other instance, should look for a perfect or precise correspondence 
between a particular chapter of a nation’s literary history and 
contemporary national affairs directly connected with the condition 
of its government and with its action as a state. But it is not the 
less certain that, in a national life in which an intensification of 
impetus and a concentration of purposes have declared themselves 
as they had in Elizabethan England, it becomes impossible for 
any sphere of literary activity—least of all one which, like the 
drama, directly appeals to popular sympathies and expressed 
approval—to remain in isolation from the rest. 

Thus (to follow the rough division already indicated), during 
the earlier half of Elizabeth’s reign, while English literature could 
not be said to difler largely, in its general character, from that of 
the preceding generation, the drama, still moving slowly onward 
in more or less tentative forms, was only gradually finding its way 
into English literature at all. When, in 1581, Sir Philip Sidney, 
president of his own small Areopagus, composed An ApologU for 
PoetriCf in which he bestowed praise on a very restricted number 
of English poets, he had very little to say in the way of commenda¬ 
tion of recent labours in the field of the drama; and, though 
among English tragedies he politely singled out Gorhoduc for both 
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compliment and criticism, he was more at his ease in ceiisiirino- 
the ‘naughtie Play-makers and Stage-Keepers’ who had brought 
English comic pieces into disrepute. But the creative literary 
impulse attested by Sidney’s immortal treatise was awakening 
the literary sense of a much wider public than that to which 
its appeal, at any point of time in his short life, could have 
been consciously addressed; and it had already given rise to a 
dramatic productivity wdiich he could not foresee, but which had 
reached a considerable height at the time of his death. Thus, in 
this even more notably than in other spheres of the national 
literature, the process of growth was gradual; but, in the end, 
the shell was rapidly burst, and the new life issued forth into the 
vigour of freedom about the very time when the England of 
Elizabeth became conscious of its advance to a knowledge of its 
political purposes and of its means for accomplishing them. 

In the history of English dramatic literature, the last decade 
but one of the sixteenth century covers the literary beginnings of 
nearly all the poets of high original power whose activity as play¬ 
wrights began before Shakespeare s, and, possibly, some tentative 
dramatic efforts in which Shakespeare himself had a hand. In 
the last decade of the century, several of those whom, by an 
inaccurate use of the term, it was long customary to describe as 
‘Shakespeare’s predecessors,’ had passed away; when the new 
century opened, he was at the height of his creative energy, and 
the number of plays by him that had been acted amounted to 
more than half of the total afterwards included in the Shakes¬ 
pearean^ canon. Within the same ten years, some of the comic 
masterpieces of Jonson, and several other plays of relatively high 
importance, had been produced. Thus, the epoch extending from 
1589 to The years on which falls the shadow of Elizabeth’s 
approaching end is marked out with signal splendour in the 
history of English dramatic literature, as, indeed, it is, though 
not throughout in the same degree, in that of English literature 
as a whole h Without, thereiore, excluding from the scope of 

Tlie penultimate decade of the sixteenth century opened in the year after that 
of the publication of Spenser’s She;pheards Calender, and of Lyly’s Euphues, and 
•was ushered in by the year in which Sidney wrote his Arcadia, The beginning of 
the last decade of the century was marked by the dedication of the first three books 
of The Faerie Queene to Elizabeth in 1690. Drayton began his career as an original 
writer in 1591; Daniel his in the following year. Bacon’s Esmys, in their earliest 
form, appeared in 1597. The earliest of Ralegh’s prose publications dates from 1591, 
and of his contributions in verse from 1593; Hooker’s great prose work appeared in 
1694. Donne and Hall in verse, and North and Hakluyt in prose, entered upon 
authorship in the course of the same period. 
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these remarks the period of the first two Stewart reigns, during 
which the drama, though still bringing ‘ fruit to birth,’ was already, 
ill accordance with the law of mortality proclaimed by Dante 
showing signs of decline and decay, we shall be justified in giving 
our chief attention to some of the characteristic aspects of political 
and social life in what may properly be designated as the Eliza¬ 
bethan age. 

It is not to the personality of queen Elizabeth, or even to the 
statesmanship of her chief advisers and to the acceptance almost 
always given by her, before it was too late, to their counsels, that 
should be ascribed, in the first instance, the great political results 
achieved by the Tudor monarchy of whose rule her own was the 
crown and the consummation. The primary cause of these results, 
without which the achievement of them is inconceivable, was 
the principle of that monarchy itself, which supplied unity and 
strength, and made possible the direct control of national action 
by individual intelligence. The Tudor monarchy in England, like 
the other strong monarchies of Europe of which the latter part of 
the fifteenth century had witnessed the consolidation, w^as a creation 
of the renascence 2; but the conditions in which it sprang into life 
and, after a short period of cautious circumspection, established its 
system, acquired fresh force as it progressed. It was an aristocratic 
monarchy, but based, not on the doubtful consent of great nobles, 
their sovereign’s peers in power and influence almost as much as 
in name, but on the assured support of far-seeing statesmen, 
learned and surefooted lawyers, and merchants whose ambition 
spanned seas and lands—all of whom were chosen and maintained 
in high place by the personal confidence of the monarch. The 
policy of the crown was not dictated by the will of the people at 
large, expressed by such representation as it possessed in parlia¬ 
ment ; yet, in the midst of all the changes through which troubles 
at home and abroad obliged this policy to pass, it contrived, while 
deliberately pursuing its own path, to remain in general harmony 
with popular sentiment. 

The dramatists of the age were monarchists to a man; and, 
though, of course, their sentiments herein accorded with their 
interests, it would be shortsighted to ascribe the tenacity with 
which they adhered to the monarchical principle of government 
merely to a servile attachment to the powers that were; indeed, 

^ Paradiso, c&nto xxit. 

* This point is well brought out by Erich Maroks, in his admirable popular essay, 
K<i7iigin Elisabeth von England {1897), •p. 12. 
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with these they were not unfreqiieiitly in conflicts The stedfast- 
ness with w^hich these popular poets upheld the authority of the 
crown as the pivot on which the whole state machine turned 
is evident from the fact that their wdiole-hearted loyalty was 
transferred, without halt or hesitation, from Elizabeth to James, as 
it afterwards descended from him to his successor. Its root, no 
doubt, was some sort of belief in the ‘divinity’ that ‘doth hedge 
a king ’; but, as the personality of the speaker who, in Hamlet 
makes use of this famous phrase, may, perhaps, serve to indicate' 
the divine authority to which appeal is made was derived less 
from any claim of birth than from the fiat of Providence, com¬ 
manding the assent of the people. By means, as it were, of a 
dispensation from on high, accepted by the ‘countrymen’ of 
successive kings and dynasties, in the person of the sagacious 
Henry IV and, still more, in that of his heroic son, the royal 
authority of the house of Lancaster was established in disregard of 
the principle of legitimate right, and, again, disestablished in the 
person of Henry VI, the gentle scholar equally unfit to hold a 
sceptre and to wield a sword. The sovereign ruling by such an 
authority as this is he whom the people is bound to obey—not 
the chief of some faction of turbulent barons using him either 
as their captain or their puppet; for it is the fitness recognised 
and acclaimed by the people which warrants the confidence with 
which he assumes and maintains supreme control. Such seems 
to be the cardinal principle of the English monarchy as it stood 
under the Tudors, and the spirit to which the dramatists 
remained true, even when they expressed it in the elaborate 
forms proclaimed as orthodox under the first two Stewarts. 

Isowhere, perhaps, is the interdependence of royal will and 
popular sentiment in the Elizabethan age more conspicuous than 
in two questions which it may not be altogether incongruous 
to mention side by side—the queen’s marriage and the religious 
settlenient of the country. The former issue directly included 
that of the security of the throne; and, notwithstanding the 
ruptures of dramatic and other Elizabethan poets, ‘ Diana’s rose 


^ examples, see j30s«, vol. "VI, chap. VI. 

“ Greene’s Frier Bacon and Fner Bongay, ad fin. This, the most national, as it 
must have been one of the most acceptable, of all the classical and semi-classical 
similes applied to queen Elizabeth by the dramatists, recurs in a simpler, but more 
attractive, form in The Blessednes of Brytaine, an overflowing outpour of patriotic 
^ntiment produced by the great outburst of loyalty in 1686—7, one of the Fiiailive 
Tracts wntUnin Verse, etc., 1493—1600, privately printed by Huth, H., in 1875: 

Our kingly rooted rose fresh flow’ring stands.’ 
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might have been won by a French suitor with the goodwill 
of many Englishmen, before the massacre of 1572 undid the 
effects of the treaty with France which had seemed on the eve 
of developing into a league of war against Spain. But, though 
the rose might have been won, she could hardly have been worn 
with the assent of the English people after the old hatred of France 
had, though only for a time, flared up againAs a matter of 
fact, it may be confidently asserted that, save in passing, no 
thought either of a French or of any other foreign marriage—still 
less of a match with a subject of her own—was ever seriously 
entertained by Elizabeth. So long as her marriage was still a 
matter of practical politics, she humoured the popular hope that 
the question of the succession might find this easy solution; 
and, in the case of Leicester (who was cordially hated outside his 
own party) she gratified her own fancy, long after she can have 
entertained even a passing thought of actually bestowing on him 
her hand^. But she knew what her subjects would approve in 
the end, and that the fact of her remaining unmarried must become 
an integral element of her unique popularity. On the one 
hand, marriage with a foreign prince could not but have implied 
the definite adoption of a particular ‘system’ of foreign policy— 
a decision which Burghley and she were desirous of avoiding while 
it could be avoided ; and, in the second place, it would have meant 
her subjection to the will of another—a consummation which had 
gradually become inconceivable to her. 

^ The AleiKjon-Anjou intrigue which followed was, as is Itnown, very unpopular, 
and was denounced by representatives of patriotic protestant feeling so different as 
Philip Sidney and the heroic fanatic John Stubbs. The best account of both the 
important French marriage negotiations (for the idea of a match between Elizabeth 
and Henry of Navarre was little more than a happy thought) is to be found in 
Stahlin, K., Sir Francis Walsingham und seine Zeit, vol. i (1898), a book of much 
general value. 

® Lyly’s Endimion, even if the usual interpretation of the allegory be accepted, can, 
at the most, be regarded as a plea, assured of a kindly reception, for the restriction of 
Leicester to the queen’s favour—not for anything beyond. Creizenach (vol. iv, part i, 
p. 69), repudiates the supposition that any particular person was allegorised in the 
character of Endimion, or that there is an allusion in the same dramatist’s Sappho 
and Phao to Anjou’s departure from England (1582). As to Endimion, however, see 
a full discussion of the whole subject in Eeuillerat, A., John Lyly, contribution a Vhis- 
toire de la Renaissance en Angleterre (Cambridge, 1910), pp. 119 ff., where, while 
Cynthia is identified with queen Elizabeth, Tellus and Endimion are identified with 
Mary queen of Scots and her son James. Concerning Lyly’s plays, of. ante, chap. vi. 
Leicester, though he enjoyed the confidence of many puritans, was so constant a friend 
and patron of the drama, that he might not unnaturally have thought ‘the play the 
thing’j but since, notwithstanding, his arrogance was tempered by the exercise of self- 
control, he would certainly have been very careful in his instructions, and we cannot 
know for certain what the queen would at any particular moment have liked to hear. 
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Of greater significance is the attitude of queen Elizabeth 
towards the religious problem of the age, in so far as the 
treatment of it contributed to shape the destinies of her kingdom. 
For herself, she at no time showed herself moved by any strong 
religious impulse, or obedient to the dictate of conclusions 
reasoned out so as to have taken a firm root in her mind. But 
the circuinstances of her birth and early years drew her, perforce 
into association with the great religious movement which, as it 
swept over a hrge part of Europe, absorbed so many currents of 
thought and feeling, so many passions and so many interests, that 
whoever was not against it must be for many of its axioms, and 
that she, for instance, was left no choice as to a series of 
pinions which, at all events, it behoved her to make her own. 
Wlien, after sutFering persecution tanquam ovis (more or less) 
on account both of her birth and of her faith, she succeeded to 
her ill-starred sister’s throne, she thanked the lord mayor for the 
city of London’s welcoming gift of a Bible as for ‘the jewel that 
she still loved best i.’ To the tenets—elastic in one direction, un¬ 
welding m the other—of which the Scriptures (as distinct from a 
larger body of traditional authorities) were regarded as the symbol 
she adhered firmly throughout her reign; and, in so doing, 
she nghtly read the signs of the times and the convictions 
which were more and more widely taking hold of her people 
ihe social changes, m this instance, came to the aid of the 
If IT w f ^ population among which, already in the days 
EhzabWhs youth, a well-instructed middle class—made up 
mainly of country gentry and town merchants, and with a not 
inconsiderable infusion of smaller tradesmen and yeomen—was 

ecoming the dominant social element, the Scriptures in the 
^ernacular, together with a few popular commentaries and ex- 
positio^, were certain, if read at all, to be read widely ; and any 
attempt 4o interfere with their circulation must pLe futile 

f Elizabeth 

co fidff the men whose childhood had 

refo^ain ri first rise of the English 

reformation , while some who were to be numbered among that 

the queen’s court was placed a Bible, 
ST and £ ’ that the court looked more like a university school than L 

SL; fashion n ‘be bouses of the nobility were furnished in 

Bimilai fashion. Description of England, ed. Furnivall, F, J., p. 275. 
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generation’s leaders had spent part of their adolescence in the 
continental homes of the new learning. Inevitably, too, those 
regions of England which naturally lay most open to influences 
from abroad were, together with the capital and (in a special way) 
the universities (Cambridge in particular), the home counties, 
including Kent, of which, during many a generation, it might fairly 
be said that they were wont Ho think today what all England 
would think tomorrow.’ 

Queen Elizabeth no more shared the ardour of many con¬ 
temporaries of her own youth than she understood the temper of 
those puritans of the combative sort who grievously ruffled her 
serenity in her mature years. Far from being timid by disposition, 
she had been inured to caution by experience; and, during the 
earlier half of her reign, while her foreign policy, under the 
guidance of Burghley, continued to be, in the main, though not, of 
course, absolutely, a defensive policy, she manifested no intention 
of moulding the church of which she had become the supreme 
governor in the forms either of an aggressive protestantism or 
of a rigid Anglican exclusiveness. With the former current of 
thought, she had no sympathy, either moral or intellectual; and 
to that opposed to it, she came to incline more largely in her later 
years, doubtless because she, as honestly as the two Stewart kings 
who followed her, believed that the exercise of authority furnished 
a sufficient answer to searchings of heart and stirrings of mind into 
which it was not given to her to enter. In those latter days, how¬ 
ever, much success had brought with it many illusions; and, as 
Ben Jonson told Drummond, the late queen ‘never saw her self 
after she became old in a true glassh’ 

The dramatists of the Elizabethan age, taken as a whole, 
exhibit the willingness for conformity and the instinctive ab¬ 
horrence of nonconformity which satisfied the queen’s con¬ 
ception of a national religion. They were, of course, directly 
interested, and, on various occasions, personally implicated, in the 
perennial struggle of the stage against puritanism, of which a 
full account will be given in a later chapter, and which, in its 
final phase, if their traditional loyalty to church as well as state 
be taken into account, might be regarded by them as a cam¬ 
paign for altar as well as hearth I In the earlier part of the 

^ Notes of Bm Jonson*s Conversations with William Drummond, nv. The remark 
is quoted in P. E. Schelling’s T/ie Queen’s Progress and other Elizabethan Sketches,-p. 249. 

* Cf. jpost, vol, VI, chap. XIV, and see as to the replies and retorts to Prynne’s 
Histrio-Mastix, W&rdf voL m, p. note. 


contact with it, from this kind cf popular current of feeling; 
though, on the other hand, nothing could be more futile than to 
seek in his plays for signs of a positive leaning towards the church 
of Rome, such as, in different ways and degrees, is shown by 
Chapman, Massinger and Shirley^. 

But, to go back for a moment to the days when Elizabeth’s 
personal fate hung in the balance, together with the political 
independence of the nation which she ruled and the form of faith 
for which she stood. Both the queen and her counsellors long 
shrank from hastening the decision, and, for herself, it was part of 
her statecraft that she could never be induced to choose her side 
till she was quite certain of the support of the nation. When 
in 1568 — the year in which Alva set foot in the Low Countries in 
order to reduce their population to submission—Mary queen of 
Scots had taken refuge on English soil, the struggle for the English 
throne really became inevitable ; but it was not till nineteen years 

prisoner was laid on the block, and 
Lhihp of Spain had become the inheritor of her claims, that 
Elizabeth finally took up the challenge. That interval of time 
had witnessed the launching of the papal bull excommunicating 
Elizabeth ; the massacre which, whether or not she would acknow- 
ledge it, had cut through her alliance with France ; the invasion 
ot Irelmid; the participation by English volunteers in the rising 
of the Netherlands V of which, at a later date, the queen formally 

1 For a brief survey of plays displaying this spirit or colour, see CreUenach, vol iv 
parti, PP. 115-6. They extend from T he Troublesome Raigne of John, King of England and 

° So I tbe fnl not me, etc., and include several of the works of Monday. 

_ So, imthe instance of the wave of public excitement marked by Middleton’s A 
Game at CW, and its anti-Jesuit polemics. ^ Miadleton s A 

^ Gf. Creizenach, u.s. pp. 116—7, where it is justly observed that Jonson’s tern- 
perceptible influence on him as a writer. 

in the^aS“rv i" Gascoigne, who, in more ways than one, is prominent 

m the early history of the English drama, was the author of the prose tract The Spovle 

a™ 

hand visible in the play. Shakespeare’s 
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assumed tlie protection; the Jesuit missions for the conversion 
of England, and the executions of priests and seminarists; the 
legalisation of the Association for the protection of the queen’s 
person ; Parry’s plot^; the expedition of Drake, this time with the 
queen’s permission, into the Spanish main; and the maturing of 
the Babyngton conspiracy, nursed by Walsingham with remorse¬ 
less craft into the proportions which it bore in the final proceedings 
against Mary. Her execution was the signal for the formal 
declaration of a rupture which had long yawned wide. In 1588, 
the Armada sailed, and was dissipated 

In these years of suspense, preparation and contest, there 
had grown into manhood the generation which included the 
statesmen, soldiers and sailors, and various types of adventurers 
declining to be classified, who came to the front in the later 
years of the reign of queen Elizabeth. It was a new England on 
which she looked—full of men eager for glory as well as for gain, 
self-confident as well as self-seeking, ready to plunder the wealtli 
of the Spanish coast and to go shares with the Dutch in appro¬ 
priating the profits of the trade of the far east. And the character 
of the leaders seemed to have changed as the outlook of the country 
had become more ambitious and impatient. Burghley, indeed, who 
survived till 1598, was followed in his chief offices (sooner or later) 
by his son, a lesser man than himself, but one who proved able, 
before long, to command the confidence not only of the queen but 
of her probable successor. Walsingham, a puritan at heart^, but 
(like the greatest of the parliamentary puritans of a later genera¬ 
tion, Pym) not afraid of plunging his foot into the maze of court 
intrigues, passed away in 1590 ; and another partisan and afiecter 
of Puritanism^, Leicester, the people’s ‘violent hate,’ if he was the 
queen’s chosen companion, died two years earlier, on the very 
morrow of the great victory. The men to whom, together with the 
indispensable Robert Cecil, the queen granted her confidence in 
her declining years, or on whom, when that confidence was but 
imperfectly given, she bestowed at least the weaning sunshine of her 

1 Commemorated on the stage by John Dekker and Thomas Heywood. 

* It is certainly curious that, as Creizenaoh notes, the name of Drake should not 
occur in any contemporary play, and that (with the exception of an allusion in Lyly’s 
Midas, and the treatment of the subject, such as it is, in Hey wood’s If you know not me) 
the references to the Armada in the Elizabethan drama should be few and slight. 

® Walsingham appears to have been, if not a friend of the theatre, at least fair- 
minded in his treatment of actors and plays. See post, vol. vi, chap, xiv; and cf. the 
reference to Harington ap, Creizenaoh, vol. iv, part i, p. 89. 

* never yet/ writes Sir Bobert Naunton, ‘ saw a stile or phrase more seemingly 
religious ’ (than Leicester’s). (Fragmenta Reyalia.) 


E. L. V 
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smiles, were true children of their age. Instead of circumspectly 
and silently choosing their path between dangers on the right and 
on the left, they pressed forward in the race for honour and wealth 
‘outspoken and turbulent, overflowing with life and energy I’ : 

Of these men, by far the most conspicuous was Essex, whom 
his kinsman Leicester, disquieted by the fear of being supplanted 
by some stranger, had introduced into the royal presence. 
Although Essex could hardly be said to have been born to 
greatness, and certainly in no sense achieved it, the peripeteia 
of his fate was tragic, and was recognised as such by more than 
one English dramatic poetl Undoubtedly, there was much in the 
generous character and impetuous conduct of Essex to make him 
not only a favourite of the populace, but an object of attraction 
and interest to aspiring minds among his contemporaries, while 
there were many for whose speculative purposes his rapidity of 
action seemed to promise a multiplication of opportunities. He 
was a fiiend to letters and their votaries, and a hereditary patron 
of players 3.^ As a Maecenas, and, perhaps, in real intellectual 
ability and insight, Essex was surpassed by his friend and fellow- 
plotter Southampton, a man, like him, self-willed and impatient of 
restraint both in his outbursts of high temper and in his serious 
passions. Southampton was fortunate or, perhaps, astute enough 
to escape the doom of Essex, and when, with the advent of the 
new reign, ‘peace proclaimed olives of endless age,’ he passed 
from prison into new, prosperity and influence. His liberal 
patronage of men of letters, of books and of plays, blossomed out 
afresh; but he was of the new age, full of eager ambition and 
intent upon increasing the abunda^nce of his wealth. Thus, he 


See bishop Cmgliton’s monograph, Queen EZizafeea, p. 241., 

• referred to Essex’s Irish expedition as in progress, 

m the chorus before act v of Henry V. He cannot, of course, be brought into any 
toeot^ connection with the significant performance, on the eve of the outburst of 
Essex’s rebemon, of a play ^hich (as J. W. Hales estabUshed beyond reasonable doubt) 
jaa^o other than Shakespeare’s Efcfturd II; but the dying speech of Essex was certainly 
’forked up in Buckingham’s speech on the way to execution in King Henry Fill (cf. 
Ward, vol. n, pp. 104,126,203; also p. 133), Daniel denied before the privy council that 
|he story or the chief character of his Philotas referred to Essex, and ‘ apologised ’ in 
vol. n, p. 10). The Unhappy Favourite, by John Banks 
(1682, again a ‘ ticklish ’ date), treats the story of Essex, with which Heinrich Laube 
familiarised the modern German stage, 

v I years of age ; 

but, m 1578, the earl of Essex’s company seem to have played at Whitefriars, though 

they did not perform at Christmas in that year at court. See Fleay, History of the 
Sfayc, pp 40 and 34. This is the more curious, as the first earl’s affairs were in 

disorder at the time of hiB death.' ‘ 



Leading Spirits of the New Age 34.7 

became one of the chief directors—one might almost use the word 
in its modern technical sense—of early colonial activity ; and there 
can be little doubt that the story of the play with which Shakespeare 
bade farewell to the stage was suggested by the narrative of an 
expedition organised by the earls of Southampton and Pembroke \ 
William Herbert earl of Pembroke, and his brother and successor 
Philip (Montgomery), nephews of Sir Philip Sidney, and ‘the 
incomparable pair of brethren’ to whom the first folio was 
dedicated, were alike warmly interested in colonial undertakings ; 
and, in their case also, the love of enterprise and an impatience 
of restraint which gave rise to many a scandal was united 
to a generous patronage of scholarship, literature^ or art, though 
it is in the elder of the pair only that an actual love of letters 
seems traceable. Among other young nobles exemplifying the 
ambitious unrest characteristic of the last period of Elizabeth’s 
reign and the inrush of the tide of the Elizabethan drama, may 
be mentioned here Charles Blount lord Mountjoy (earl of 
Devonshire), rival of Essex in the favours of the aging queen, 
and, with more signal success, in the subjection of rebellious 
Ireland. Blount’s life, like the lives of many of these menj 
had its episode of tempestuous passion. He, too, was in close 
touch with several men of letters of his day®. Finally, there had 
stood forth among the most typical representatives of the spirit of 
adventure and ambition which pervaded the last years of the 
Elizabethan age, a man of action both intense and diverse, who, 
at the same time, was himself a man of letters and an intimate of 
the literary leaders of his times k Long, however, before the many 
variations of Ralegh’s career ended in his being sacrificed to the 
resentment of Spain, the Jacobean age had set in. The policy of the 
crown had now become that of a Gahhala, to which the nation and 
the parliament which sought to represent it were refused a key; and 
those who were admitted to the intimacy of the sovereign, wrapped 
up as he was in his shortsighted omniscience, either did not care, 
or, as in the case of Buckingham, the fruits of whose policy were as 

The expedition of the adventurers and company of Yirginia, which was wrecked 
on the Bermudas in 1609, I'letoher’s Sea Voyage (which Dryden unjustly described 
as a copy of Shakespeare’s Tempest) is supposed by Meissner, Untersuchungen ilher 
S/ifltejjeure’i Stum (1872), to have made use of the same source. 

2 Both brothers were patrons of Massinger. 

8 As to Ford’s elegy on Mountjoy’s death, see post, vol. vi, chap, vni, where reference 
is also made to the connection between the story of Stella and the plot of The Broheu 
Heart. 

* As to Ralegh’s intimacy with Ben Jonson and Beaumont, and his reported inter¬ 
course with Marlowe, of. ante, vol. iv, chap, in, p. 55. 
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dust and aslies in patriotic mouths, did not know how to guide 
him in the ways in which England still aspired to be led. It would 
serve no purpose to carry the present line of comment further. 
Its object has been to indicate how, at the height of the Elizabethan 
age and that immediately ensuing, the main course of the national 
history imparted to the national life a new fulness of ideas and 
purposes certain to find reflection in the English drama, first and 
foremost among the direct manifestations of the national genius. 


Queen Elizabeth’s court, designated by William Harrison as 
‘one of the moat renowm’d in Europe,’ and, in a more full and 
pregnant sense in which the description could have applied to the 
English court at any other period of the national history, as ‘ the 
very centre’ of the land, ‘drawing all things to it,’ was anything 
but a stationary institution ; and, in this respect, king James did 
ins best to follow his predecessor’s example. As the same authority 
puts it, every gentleman’s house in England was the sovereign’s 
for her progresses; and her unflagging love of display and 
adulation combined with her inbred frugality to impose upon 
her subjects—greater and lesser nobles, and corporations both 
learned and unlearned—a constant endeavour to outdo each other 
in costly exhibitions of their loyalty. In her own palaces—many 
of them ‘worthy the owner, and the owner itV others built with 
a view to appearance rather than endurance, and most of them 
surrounded by those vast parks which were among the most 
distinctive inheritances of English royalty-she maintained a 
becoming splendour and dignity. And, with this, her court united 
an openness to intellectual interests such as only her unfailing 
regard for learning and letters could have long maintained in 
an atmosphere swarming with germs of greedy ambition and 
trivolous self-indulgence. No similar eflbrt was made by king 
James, whose literary tastes, like most of his thoughts and impulses, 
were self-ended; and it was only in the reign of Charles, who sin- 

though fanciful French consort, 
that the English court might, in more propitious circumstances, have 

its former distinction. In the great days 
of Elizabeth, the outward and visible fact of its central position in 
English life corresponded to what may be called an ethical, as well 
as a political, conception which still held possession of the age, and 
might almost be described as the last afterglow of chivalry. The 

See the felicitoue reference to Windsor castle in Tk. Merry Wives, act y. 
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ideal which the famous Cortegiano of Baldassare Castiglione^ liad 
spread far and wide through the higher spheres of European 
civilisation—the ideal of a high-minded Christian gentleman—was 
directly or indirectly commended in many an Elizabethan or 
Jacobean treatise, often at the expense of less elevated ‘plans of life.' 
On the same principle, a popular Elizabethan dialogue ^ belonging 
to this group admonishes its readers that arms and learning are 
alone fit professions for a gentleman, and that, for such a one, the 
proper course of life, after passing through school and university, is 
to qualify himself for the service of his country by the study of the 
common law, or, if that service is to take an official and, more 
especially, a diplomatic form, by the study of the civilians, or 
again, if it is to be cast in the form of military service at home or 
abroad, by application to the mathematical sciences. Such was 
the training thought fittest for those desirous of giving of their 
best for the noblest of purposes and of leading that ‘higher life ’ 
which ‘Astrophiir and the few who were capable of following in 
his footsteps were (nor altogether unjustly) credited with leading. 
Numberless heroes of tragedy and comedy dazzled the imagination 
of their public by the semblance of similar perfection; and, though 
never completely presented, the ideal, in some of the very noblest 
creations of the Elizabethan drama, might seem to have almost 
reached realisation : 

The courtiers, scholars, soldiers, eye, tongue, sword; 

The expectancy and rose of the fair state, 

The glass of fashion, and the mould of form, 

The observed of all observers 3. 

In this sketch of the complete training of an English gentleman, 
as in the early life of the actual Sidney and the Hamlet of the 
tragedy, the element of foreign travel must not be overlooked. 
Tliere was not much travelling at home (partly in consequence of 

1 Cf. ante, vol. iv, 'p. 7 et al. 

^ On Civyle and uncivyle life (1579), afterwards (1583) reprinted under the title 
The English Courtier and the Qountrey-gentleman. 

» Much might be added in illustration of these lines—inter alia—on the subject of 
duelling, long an integral part of the courtier’s code, and, in its several aspects, the 
theme of celebrated treatises. The duel and the problems connected with it play a 
considerable part in Elizabethan and Jacobean drama; see, for the most striking 
example, Middleton and William Eowley’s A Faire Quarrell in vol. vi, chap, m, post. 
As to the decline of the practice, see a note in Ward, vol. in, pp., 226-7. In general, 
it is noticeable how this court ideal sank under Janies I—never to recover itself. 
See, for instance, Barnabe Eich, The Eonestie of this Age (p. 23, in Percy Soc. Publ., 
vol. x): ‘It hath bene holden for a maxime that a proud court doth make a poore 
countrey, and that there is not so hatefull an enemie to the common wealth as those 
that are surnamed the Moaihes of the court,' 
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the state of the roads, which forced even the queen to make most 
of her progresses on horseback). Even more than in the earlier 
days of the English renascence, Italy, with all its great memories 
and treasures, and with all its charms and seductions, was the 
favourite resort of English travellers, and such it remained during 
the long reach of years which bridge the interval between the 
times of Ascham and those of Milton k The frequency with which 
the Elizabethan and Jacobean dramatists lay the scenes of their 
plays in Italy, no doubt, was originally due to the use made by 
them of Italian fiction; but we often find a play localised in Italy 
for no better reason than deference to custom, or the possibility of 
greater freedom of movement^. 

The perfect courtier (we are apprised in the same dialogue), 
who has put such a training as the above to the proof, should quit 
the court which has been the scene of his self-devotion after his 
fortieth year, having by that time reached the decline of his age. 
Instead of making himself a laughing-stock by lingering in livelier 
scenes, and among more aspiring companions, he should now 
withdraw among everyday experiences and responsibilities, and 
become a country gentleman. The range of his duties has now 
been narrowed to that of looking after his property, doing his 
duty as justice of the peace and quorum—it is to be hoped after 
the originally equitable fashion of Mr Justice Clement^ rather than 
in the ‘countenancing’ ways of Mr Justice Shallow—attending 
to musters and surveys of arms, perhaps occasionally riding up to 
Westminster as a parliament man. His years do not permit of 
his taking much share in the sports of younger country gentlemen 
—among which hawking holds the first place, hare-hunting or, in 
some places, stag-hunting coming next; but he can lend his 
countenance to the various country feasts which, from Shrove 
Tuesday to Martinmas or Ghristmas even in protestant England 
still dot the working year. 

Although the contrast between court and country which has 
served us as a text is rhetorically overstated, yet there can be no 
doubt that the increasing sense of the more intense, and more 
diversified, ways of life and thought now characteristic of the court 

Harrison repeats Ascham’s lament over the dangers of the seductions of Italy. 
Cory ate, to whose travels there are many allusions in later Elizabethan drama¬ 
tists Fletcher’s Queen of Corinth, act iv, so. i, and Shirley, The Ball, act n, 
sc. 1), is an admirable example of a traveller conscientiously intent upon seeing and 
describing everything. ° 

So, the scene of the first version of Every Man in hia Humour is laid at Florence. 

* Sue Every Maji in hia Humour, 
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and of the capital in or near which was its ordinary residence, 
as well as ot the classes of society finding in that court and 
capital the natural centres of their wider interests and more 
ambitious projects, had contributed largely to the gradual change 
in the social conditions of Elizabethan England. As yet it had 
by no means lost its insular character; it was still completely 
isolated from the rest of Europe so far as its language was con¬ 
cerned, together with its literature, of which the continent knew 
nothing—unless it were through the violently coloured glass of 
the performances of English comedians. At home, the people was 
gradually losing the character of a mainly agricultural community, 
of which the several classes, though not differing very much in 
their standard of tastes, amusements and, to some extent, even 
of daily toil, were broadly marked off from one another by 
traditional usage, and in which society still largely rested on a 
patriarchal basis. Necessarily, it was an informal line, and one 
to be effaced with very great rapidity by the revolving years 
which divided what remained of the old nobility from the new 
that had sprung up by their side or taken their place. The de¬ 
marcation between nobility and gentry, which, in England (where 
the contention between the armed nobility and the commons had 
come to an end with the conflict between the two races), had long 
since ceased to be definite, now retained little social significance. 
More striking was what has been justly recognised as one of the 
distinctive phenomena of this age—the growth of closer relations 
between the nobility and gentry, on the one hand, and the wealthier 
class of burgesses, the merchants, on the other. As a matter of 
course, this tendency to the removal of traditional distinctions was 
deplored by contemporary observers, anxious to escape the stigma 
of a tacit assent to the inevitable processes of social evolution. 
In this case, the change was hastened partly by intermarriage, 
partly by the custom according to which younger sons of noble 
or gentle families frequently took to trade, when they did not 
prefer to enter the service of their elder brothers \ It was further 
advanced by the fact that it was becoming not unusual for 

^ That mercantile venture of one sort or another thus often meant something very 
like an opportunity of social emancipation for younger sons seems clear from a 
comparison of such statements as that in The English Courtier, p. 66, according 
to which even gentlemen of good descent were found toiling as farm labourers 
(cf. Thomas Heywood’s English Traveller), and the assertion of the author of The 
Serving-manh Comfort (1598) {query Gervase Markham?), that ‘he knew at this 
day, Gentlemen younger brothers that weares the elder brothers Blew coate and Badge, 
attending him with as reverend regard and dutiful! obedience, as if he were their 
Prince or Soveraign.’ 
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gentlemen landowners to seek to make industrial and commercial 
profits out of their estates (instead of valuing them, as in the old 
warlike days, for the number of retainers furnished forth by them), 
‘ turning farmers and graziers for money V and, like other farmers 
and graziers, making the soil do something besides sustain them¬ 
selves and their families I Class interests and habits thus met half¬ 
way, so that the upper and the upper middle class, as we might call 
them in our ugly terminology, tended to amalgamate, and a practical 
stratification of society was introduced, destined to a long-enduring 
existence in English life. And there was also set up that form 
of social pride which an acrimonious moralist like Stubbes could 
denounce as a capital instance of the vice which he regarded as 
the verie efficient cause of all evills.’ Everyone, he says, vaunts 
himself, ‘crying with open mouth, I am a Gentleman, I am worshipful, 
I am Honourable, I am noble, and I can not tell what: my father 
was this, my father was that; I am come of this house, and I am 
come of that It need hardly be said that a powerful impulse 
was added to this widespread desire to claim the distinction of 
gentility by the practice introduced under James I of the sale of 
peerages and baronetcies—the latter an honour specially invented 
for the purpose*. The general movement of the well-to-do classes 
of society towards equalisation on the basis of exclusiveness 
manifested itself, among other ways, in the wearing by many 
persons not belonging to the nobility of the sumptuous apparel 
which had hitherto been held appropriate to that class only. In 
theHlizabethan age, though merchants still dressed with fit gravity, 
their young wives were said to show more extravagance in the 
adornment of their persons than did ladies of the court®. So 
far, however, as landowners in a large part of the country were 

1 Harrison, p. 243. 

y See the instmctive section on Elizabethan commercialism by Prothero, B. E., in 
Tram, H. D., Social England, vol. m, pp. 352 fi. The break-up of the old agricultural 
system is there explained, and the effects of the process of enclosure, of legal chicane 
worked in the spirit of Sir Giles Overreach and of the growth of the wool trade up to 
the middle of Elizabeth’s reign, when arable farming once more became profitable, are 
succinctly traced. 

! of-dbuses (Part i) (New Shakspere Society’s Publ., 1876), p. 29, 

Of. Sheayn, Phoebe, The Literary Profession in the Elizabethan Age, 2. The 
en^ ency note in the text continued even when political and religious reasons were 

distinctions. Of. a passage in Shirley’s Gamester 

(1634), act I, so, 1; 

‘ We... cits, as you call us. 

Though we hate gentlemen ourselves, yet are 
Ambitious to make all our children gentlemen.’ 

* Harrison, pp. 172—3. 
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concerned, the infusion of the new element must have overthrown 
many cherished traditions of life and manners, and, while bringing 
the country into closer contact with court and town, have con¬ 
tributed to substitute, for the easy-going and quiet conditions of 
the past, a rCgime in which ‘lawyers, monopolists and usurers’ 
became founders of some of the county families of the future h 

The general increase of commercial and industrial activity had 
led to a rise of prices, which, as a matter of course, benefited the 
money-making part of the community, though not the whole of it 
in the same degree. Primarily, this rise was to the advantage of 
the great merchants of London and of the other chief ports of the 
country, and persons engaged in large farming operations, such as 
landlords of the old style had shrunk from undertaking. Smaller 
tradesmen, and the middle classes in general, to some extent 
profited by the change—chiefly by obtaining more comfortable con¬ 
ditions of life. Not so the labourers, whose wages long continued 
stationary, while the cost of necessaries advanced. This rise of 
prices, although partly due to the influx of silver from ‘ old Philip’s 
treasury V may, no doubt, be dated from the time when protective 
restrictions were applied to the importation of foreign goods®, and 
was advanced by the buying-up processes of the ‘bodgers’ and 
other tricks and frauds of the corn markets The price of corn 
rose wildly, and, no doubt, it was more than once thought that 
‘there will soon be no wheat- or rye-bread for the poor®.’ A serving- 
man is cited, about 1598, as declaring that, in his lifetime, ordinary 
articles of wear have trebled in price, ‘ and yet my wages not more 
then my great grandfathers, [he] supplying the same place and 
office I doeV 

Usury—a remedial process in times of dearth which rapidly 
accommodates itself to the needs of any and every class—had 
become a crying evil of the age which Greene and Lodge ser- 


1 See the section ‘The Landlord’ in Hall, Hubert, Society in the Elizabethan Age 
(Srd ed. 1901). 

® Doctor Faustus, sc. i. 

® Harrison, who recalled with something like regret the times ‘when strange 
bottoms were suffered to come in’ (p. 131), was an imperialist as well as a free-trader, 
and ‘could hardly believe’ that corn exported from England served to relieve the 
enemies as well as the friends of church and state {ibid. p. 297). As to exportation, 
that of sheep was strictly prohibited, while, as a matter of course, that of wool was 
open. See Symes, J. E., ap. Traill, w.s. vol. m, where a summary is given of the 
Elizabethan regulation of trade, industry and labour. 

* Harrison, pp. 297—301. 

® Ibid. p. 158, 

* The Serving-man'» Comjort. 
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monised in A Looldng Glasse for London and England^, and 
established itself as one of the ordinary themes of the satire of 
English comedy^. Of old, loans had usually been made without 
interest being demanded, and any demand of this sort had been 
illegal; but, after the principle of the illegality of interest had 
been abrogated by parliament in 1545, Elizabeth’s government had 
proved unable to revive it. About the middle of her reign, ten per 
cent, was the legal rate ; but twelve per cent, was quite common. 
Under James I, the ordinary rate sank to eight per cent.^ 

Though the general condition of the labouring classes does not 
appear to have changed very much for the worse during the reign 
of Elizabeth, it was, on the other hand, not materially raised from 
the low point to which it had sunk by the sixth decade of the 
century. In some parts of the country, the poor were so much at 
the mercy of the rich that small houses seem to have been almost 
swept off the face of the ground; and a general decay of towns 
set in, of which, however, the statistics, as is frequently the case 
in the matter of depopulation, hardly admit of being either accepted 
or rejected^ Yet, in defiance of such phenomena, mercantile 
enterprise swept forward on its course, made possible, in the first 
instance, by the wise initial policy of the queen’s government in 
establishing coinage on a sound basis, and continuously expanded, 
thanks to the farsighted intelligence of those who watched over both 
the emancipation and the development of English trade. Crown and 
city cooperated, with a notable concurrence of insight, in this policy, 
which, during a considerable part of the queen’s reign, was under 
the guidance of Thomas Gresham, as great a minister (though 
without a portfolio) as has at any time taken charge of the com¬ 
mercial interests of a modern state®. Largely under the influence, 

1 See, especially, the scene in which the usurer’s poor client Alcon is on the point of 
losing both ‘ cow ’ and ‘ gown ’ unless he resorts to corruption, and the tirade of Oseas; 
When hateful usury, 

Is counted husbandry, etc. 

® Among the usurers of Elizabethan comedy, there were several who, like Sordido 
in Every Man out of His Humour, ‘never pray’d but for a lean dearth, and ever wept 
in a fat harvest. ’ 

s Of. Symes, M.S., and see Harrison, p. 272. 

* They are given in Harrison, pp. 257—8. 

' Hubert Hall, who has chosen ‘the great master of exchange, the useful agent of 
the Crown, the financial adviser of ministers, the oracle of the city, the merchant 
prince, patron and benefactor,’ as the type of ‘The Merchant’ in Society of the 
Elizabethan Age, pp. 68 ff., has, while maintaining the proportion necessary in 
the treatment of such a theme, shown how unscrupulously Sir Thomas Gresham 
also took charge of his own interests. Hey wood, in Part I of If you know not me, etc., 
appends to the imposing figure of the great merchant a good deal of what may 

pi obably be set down as idle fiction about his family troubles. 
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or tbrougli the personal agency, of this ‘ merchant royall English 
trade had been freed from subjection to that of the Hanseatic 
league, and to that of the great Flemish towns ; colonial enterprise 
on a comprehensive scale was encouraged, and great merchant com¬ 
panies were established, which came, it was said, to absorb the whole 
English trade except that with France^. At the same time, the 
home trade and the home industries on which that trade depended 
were actively advanced—especially those which, like the crafts of 
the clothier, the tanner and the worsted-maker, might be trusted to 
bring money into the country**. Companies of craftsmen under the 
authority of the crown took the place of the old municipal guilds; 
attempts at a better technical education (not for the first time) 
were set afoot; and a select immigration of skilled foreign work¬ 
men in special branches of production was encouraged. English 
trade abroad, so far as possible, was protected, and a vigorous 
banking system—the sovereign instrument for the facilitation of 
commercial and industrial activity at home and abroad—w^as 
called into life. Thus, while English merchants became familiar 
visitors in distant lands, the goods, domestic or imported, with 
which the English market abounded were countless in their mere 
names—‘all men’s ware^’ 

The point which we have reached in this fragmentary survey 
seems to allow of a brief digression concerning one of the causes 
of that engrossing love of wealth in which many observers recog¬ 
nised one of the most notable signs of the times. Among these 
observers were the comic dramatists, and those of them—Ben 
Jonson above all—who wrote with a didactic purpose recognised 
in this master passion one of the most dangerous, as from an 
ethical point of view it was one of the most degrading, of the 
tendencies of the age. Yet, even the love of wealth for its own 
sake has aspects less ignoble than those which belong to the 
pursuit of it for the sake of a luxurious way of living unknown 
to earlier generations or less affluent neighbours. In his whole 

» As a technical term, this designation seems to have superseded that of merchant 
venturer. See the passage from Tell-TrotliesNew-Yeares Gift, ed. FurnivaU, ¥. J., Pnbl. 
of New Shakap. Soc., ser. vi, No. 4, cited hy Yatke, T., Culturbilder am Alt-England, 
p. 201. Antonio, in The Merchant of Venice, is more than once called a ‘ royal merchant.’ 

^ Of. Symes, m.«. p. 370. 

8 See the interesting series of dialogues by William Stafford, A Briefe Conceipt of 

English Policy . . 

* So early as 1563, the great variety of the articles of English trade and manufac¬ 
ture is illustrated by ^ Book in English Metre of the rich merchant-man called Dives 
Pmpmaticm (rptd in Huth’s Fwpitwe^ ftn enumerative effort of 

extraordinary virtuosity. 
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conception of luxury, as well as in the names which he bears 
Sir Epicure Mammon^ is the consummate type of the man whose 
existence is given up to this worship of the unspiritual 

The two favourite kinds of luxury in Elizabethan and Jacobean 
England, needless to say, were those associated with diet and with 
dress respectively. Already in queen Mary’s day, her Spanish 
visitors were astonished by the excellent table usually kept by 
Englishmen, as much as by the inferiority of the houses in which 
they were content to dwell. The building of English houses seems 
to have struck foreign observers as more or less unsubstantial; 
but, though the sometimes fantastic and sometimes slight style 
of house architecture in vogue may have been partly due to the 
influence of Italian example, even magnates of the land had 
ceased to care much for residing in castles. For the houses of 
the gentry, brick and stone were coming into use in the place 
of timber, although most English dwelling houses w^ere still of the 
latter material. One of the most attractive features in English 
houses was to be found in the rich hangings usual in the houses 
of the nobility, and the less costly tapestry in those of the gentry, 
and even of farmers^. Noticeable, too, was the store of plate’ 
kept, in proportionate quantities, of course, in both upper and 
middle class houses, and even in the cupboards of many artisans. 
On the other hand, a sufficient number of chimneys was still 
wanting to many houses, where logs were piled up in the halF 
—stoves of course were not ordinarily used—and though the 
general quality of household furniture was imposing, bedding was 
still sparse in many houses, and a day bed or ‘couch’ a quite 
exceptional indulgence I 

The greatest charm of an English house, its garden, might 
almost be described as an Elizabethan addition to English domestic 
le; previously to this period, private horticulture had chiefly 
directed itself to the production of kitchen vegetables and 
medicinal herbs. Flowers were now coming to be much prized, 
and the love of them and care for them displayed by several 
Elizabethan dramatists, and, pre-eminently, by Shakespeare, was, 


^ In The Alchemist, 

„ ' P- 64. Of course, the ‘arras’ plays a part, both trsrio 

that which it must have played 

“ King John, and both parts of Henry IV, 

Of. Love's Labour's Lost, act v. 

^ Cf. Beaumont and Fletcher, a And have a Wife, act ni, so. t. The 
last two illustrations are borrowed frnm VftfVn T' -1 . u 1 » 

are to be found “o^rowea from Vathe, i., u.3., where a large number of others 
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no doubt, fostered by a desire to gratify a widespread popular 
taste \ 

Even from the few facts given above, it will appear how 
simply, even in these days of material advance, Englishmen 
were still lodged, and how small a part was played, in their 
daily life, by its household gear, as, on the stage (which repre¬ 
sented that life), by its ‘properties.’ On the other hand, even 
the rector of Radwinter, whom we may safely conclude to have 
been temperate in habit as well as in disposition, and who calls 
special attention to the fact that excess in eating and drinking 
is considered out of place in the best societ}^, avers that ‘our 
bodies doo crave a little more ample nourishment, than the 
inhabitants of the hotter regions are accustomed withall,’ and that 
‘it is no marvell therefore that our tables are oftentimes more 
plentifullio garnished than those of other nations^.’ Stubbes’s 
assertion^ that, ‘whereas in his father’s day, one or two dishes 
of good wholesome meat were thought sufficient for a man of 
worship to dine withal,’ nowadays it had become necessary to have 
the table ‘ covered from one end to the other, as thick as one dish 
can stand by the other,’ seems to point in tiie direction of un¬ 
necessary display rather than of gluttony. Harrison notes ^ that 
the ordinary expenditure on food and drink had diminished, and 
that the custom which has been succinctly described as ‘eating 
and drinking between meals’—‘breakefasts in the forenoone, 
beverages, or nuntions after dinner ’—^liad fallen into disuse. But, 
of course, there was a great deal of gross feeding and feasting in 
all spheres of life, and illustrations of the habit are not far to 
seek in our comic dramatists®. That excess in drink was not 
uncommon in Elizabethan England, is, to be sure, a fact of which 
evidence enough and to spare could be adduced from contemporary 
drama; but the impression conveyed by what we learn on the 
subject, from this and other sources, is that in no section of English 
society was intemperance, at this time, the flagrant vice which 
it afterwards became, except in that ‘fringe' of tipplers, among 

^ See, especially, of course, friar Laurence’s soliloquy in Romeo and Juliet, act ii, 
so. 3, As to early English herbals, see ante, vol. tv, pp. 394—6, and cf. ibid. ip. 542 (bibl.) 
for a list of these and of works on gardening. Bacon’s essay Of Gardens ■w&s, no 
doubt, in part suggested by the interest taken in the gardens of Gray’s inn by the 
benchers and other members. 

^ Harrison, p. 142, A Anatomie, pp. 102—3. * p. 162. 

* See, for instance, the beginning of the sheriff’s dinner to which ' the gentle craft ’ 
is summoned by ‘ tbe Pancake bell,’ in Dekkcr’s Shomakers Holiday, and the elaborate 
description ot a more elaborate city feast in Massinger’s City-Madarn, act ii, 
BO. 1. , ■ ■ 
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whom ‘ancients’ and other olBcers and soldiers without pay or 
record were prominent, and of whom, in FalstafF’s crew, Shakespeare 
has drawn perennial types. Heavy drinking was not customary at 
ordinary repasts; indeed, much talking at meals was avoided by those 
who studied good tone, and the well known custom of encouraging 
guests to ‘ call a cup ’ when they chose was introduced in order to 
avoid a continuous supply of liquor to any one person at table. On 
the other hand, there was much drinking at the ‘ ale-houses,’ wFich 
for this purpose, took the place of the old-established taverns, and 
increased in number so largely as to make their licences a profitable 
source of general income; and, doubtless, there was not a little 
drunkenness in the streets, notwithstanding the five shilling fine \ 
It would take us too far to enquire how far the change of taste 
noticeable in this period from light French to Spanish and other 
sweet and heavy wines increased the tendency to intemperance; 
Harrison, who reckons that, besides homegrown, there are 56 sorts 
of light wines and 30 of strong, insinuates that the stronger they 
are the more they are desired^. There is every reason for con¬ 
cluding that, in the days of James I, the intemperate habits in 
vope at court spread into other classes of society, and that the 
drinking houses of this period deserved the description given of 
them by Barnabe Rich^. 

Long after its introduction, the use of tobacco was regarded as 
a fashionable, rather than a popular, indulgence, but its consump¬ 
tion must have increased with extraordinary speed, if Barnabe 
Rich had been correctly informed ‘that there be 7000 shops in 
and about London, that doth vent tobacco.’ Shakespeare never 
mentions this article of Elizabethan luxury*. 

In the Elizabethan and early Stewart ages, an excessive care 


1 See Vatke’s note (u.s. p. 170) on a well known passage in Much Ado about Nothing, 
act III, sc. 3. 

mentions, besides march and home-brewed beer, me- 
theglin and ‘ a kmd of swish swash ’ called mead. He does not mention «oburni ’ fa 
spiced drink) or ‘ hum' (ale and spirits). See The Divell is an Asse, act i, sc. 1. For a 
fairly complete account of the favourite drinks of the Elizabethan age, cf. Sandys W. 

and seventeenth centnrie's 

(Fercy Soo. PubL, 1848, voL xxni), where see especially as to the aristocratic beverage 
sack. As to the change of taste in wines, and the bonus on heavy sorts which en¬ 
couraged it see HaU, H., u.s. chap, vi («The Host’), where there is much information 
on the whole subject, 

» Cf. The Honestie of this Age, etc. (Percy Soc. PubL, 1844, vol. xi) pp. 18^19. 

* Cf. the well known passage as to the scientific training of ‘tobacconists’ in 
Man out of His Humour, act in, sc. i. As to the date of the introduction of tobacco, 
see Mary Bateson, ap Traill. H. D., vol. in. pp. 571-^2, where Shakespeare’s silence on 
the subject of the herb and its use is noted. 
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for dress was at least as marked a characteristic of large sections 
of English society as a fondness for the pleasures of the table. 
Neither sumptuary laws nor moral injunctions proved effectual 
preventives, though it may be asserted that, among social failings, 
the love of fine dress, on the whole, was that which puritans 
visited with their sternest censure. Andrew Boorde (who was by no 
means a puritan), a generation earlier, had dwelt on the fickleness 
exhibited by Englishmen in connection with this particular foible, 
and the mutability of the extravagance continued to remain one 
of its most constant features. ‘ Falconbridge, the young baron of 
Eno'land,’ we remember\ ‘bought his doublet in Italy, his round 
hose in France, his bonnet in Germany.’ But Spain and France 
were long the rival schools of apparel for young Englishmen of 
fashion, though, of the pair, notwithstanding the strong predilection 
for things Spanish which long prevailed at the court of James I, 
the French model, on the whole, maintained its ascendancy. ^ In 
accordance with the general tendency, noticed above, of luxurious 
habits of life to efface class distinctions, censure^ of all this 
extravagance is found accompanied by regret that‘it is difficult 
to know who is a gentleman and who is not from his dress . As 
a matter of course, it was inevitable that, in the matter of dress, the 
extravagance of men should be far outdone by that of the other sex, 
more especially in the way of those artificial supplements to the 
attractions of nature, which left women, in the severe words ot 
Stubbes, ‘the smallest part of themselvesWhile many effeminate 
men aped the devices of women’s toilets, women, quite as often in 
search of notoriety as for purposes of disguise, wore doublet and 
hose ; and the confusion of the external attributes of the sexes to 
which exception was taken as a practice of the theatre thus, 
in this instance also, reflected, at least in some measure, a social 
licence of the age. In the matter of dress in general, the mimic 
life followed, while, perhaps, as in earlier and later times, it now 
and then suggested, the extravagances of the society w ic e 
theatre at once served and imitated. The sumptuousness of 
actors’ costumes, both on and off the stage, is illustrated by direct 
evidence as well as by many well known passages and anecdotes 
—among the former, by Gosson’s assertion that ‘the verye hyrehiigs 


1 The Merchant of Venice, h . .. . .y i 

1 Stabto’B AnutomU, p. 29. There lollowe an elaborate deemption of the apparel 
„hieh the moralist oensures. Turtber details will be fonnd m the rntrodnction to 

IbS’ v'k Cl. the passage in Cynthia', Bserk, set T, ad An., satirising the 
‘pargetting, painting, stieking, glasing and renewing old nyelled fares, 





of the Elizabethan age, and which, in the next age, re- 
ned a strong motive of private, and, too often, of public 
on. ’ 

In queen Elizabeth’s time the military and naval professions can 
be ’- ’ ’ . - 


” . wjL AUTLcigu wmicire; wnen 

a force was required for that purpose, it was collected partly by 
feudal obligation or impressment, and partly by the enlist 
ment of volunteers^-the last-named, for political reasons, a very 
convenient form for collecting a body of troops. It is true that 
already under James I, such forces were often not disbanded 
immediately on their return home. Meanwhile, the defensive 
principle, and (at all events till the reign of 
Charles I) m fact, was a county militia, called under arms by means 
of commissions of array, officered by country gentlemen and under 
the command of lords lieutenant-though the name ‘militia’ 
was only coming into use at the time when the civil war broke 
out on the question of the command of the body so called. The 
composition of the force, the numbers of which looked magnificent 
on _papr , depended largely on the high constables of the hundreds 
and the petty constables of the parishes, who seem to have taken 
good care to draft into it all the disreputable elements of which 
they were fain to get rid^ as well as the unemployed ‘Shadows ’ 
and Mouldies of their generation®. Recruits were supplied 
with arma-armour proper was felling out of use, and, by tbe close 
of the century, the bow had been entirely superseded by the 

inm C" “ readiness under some sort of 

Mpectmn in every town and considerable village; for there were 
g irisons existing except m a few coast towns. The liavy was 

Studioso complaW 0 ^ 111 ^sc. 1, 
gazing ^ antes' in which actors rode through th; 

\^^'^^^^f^y^ry^.,TTieQQnmutionaimmryofEnqlan6Lxirym^ 
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made up of a growing number of ships of war, besides merchant 
vessels (including ships chartered by the various trading com¬ 
panies) and fishing boats. Harrison reckons \ with pride, that 
queen Elizabeth could have afloat as many as from 9,000 to 10,000 
seamen ; and a census held for the purpose a few years before the 
coming of the Armada reckoned more than 16,000 persons in 
England (exclusive of Wales) in some sort accustomed to the sea^. 
The wonderful year itself proved a great deal more than that 
England had the winds and the waves for allies—it also proved 
that her ships were much superior to those of her arch-foe in both 
manning and gunnery. Though shipbuilding was much improved 
in the later years of the century, when the queen built about 
one ship a year, much needed reforms in what had now become 
a regular profession did not begin till 1618. Thus, in the 
Elizabethan age proper, the military, and, here and there, the 
naval types which dramatists, in this period, were fond of 
presenting were largely of an exceptional sort—men in whom a 
mixture of volunteer or privateer and patriot lends itself to 
picturesque treatment^. Besides these, there must have been in 
real life many swaggerers and pretenders, of the Pistol and Bobadill 
sort, who on the stage furnished variations of the time-honoured 
classical or Italian types^ ; and there was, especially as a legacy of 
the struggle in the Low Countries, a constant influx of discharged 
soldiers, quite as often objects of satire as of sympathy, because 
of the counterfeits who were largely mixed up with them and 
who were one of the pests of the age®. No doubt, too, Harrison’s 
observation was correct®, that soldiers who had seen service in the 
field could not easily be prevailed upon to resume the habit of 
ordinary daily labour, and thus became a disturbing element in 
the population. For the rest, in London and elsewhere, order 
was kept by watchmen with their brown bills—a familiar type of 

» i>. 291. 

* See the section by Oman, C. W. B., on ‘The Art of War,’ <jp. Traill, «.8. 
vol. ni, where will be found much valuable information concerning the navy under 
Elizabeth. 

® E,g. Young Forest in Thomas Heywood’s Fortune by Land and Sea, lord 
Momford, in Day and Chettle's Blind Beggar of Bednal Green, etc., etc. 

* Jonson, who had himself seen service, preserved a sincere respect for ‘ true 
soldiers,’ (Of. Epigram oviii.) 

® Of the.se, who ‘ generally represented themselves as wounded in the Low Counti'iea 
when fighting against Spinola, with Essex at Cadiz, or Drake in St Domingo,’ see a 
graphic account in G. W. Thornbury’s amusing Shakespeare't England (1856), vol. r, 
pp. 279—SO. 

« p. 231, 
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Elizabethan comedy ^ The general security of the country, no 
doubt, was greater than of old; but it was still necessary for serving- 
men to be armed when going out at night time, and highway 
robberies were not uncommon, especially about Christmas timel 
More surprising, perhaps, than the smallness of the share 
belonging to army and navy in the life of the Elizabethan age is 
the relative depression of the position held about this time—- 

certainly so far as the evidence of the contemporary drama goes_ 

by the clergy. As is well known, the recovery of that body, in¬ 
cluding part of the episcopate, from the disrepute into which they 
had sunk in the earlier part of the reign, was gradual and, for a 
long time, uncertain. A considerable proportion of the episcopate 
remained for many years in a position of degrading dependence or 
absolute insignificance alike unworthy of their order, while of the 
parsonages a large number were not filled up at all, or, in more 
ways than one, most unsuitably^. As the reign wore on, and the 
prudent exertions of the sorely tried archbishop Parker and others 
gradually bore fruit, an increasing activity and devotion to their 
duties manifested themselves on the part of the bishops; and an 
advance was also visible in the case of the inferior or parish clergy, 
alike in parochial zeal and in scholarly attainments. Knowledge 
of Latin was again becoming universal, and that of Hebrew and 
Greek was growing common, among clergymen. The recovery in 
question, which was quite distinct from the puritan movement, 
though each, in its way, helped to leaven the lump of academical^ 
as well as of national, life, led, indeed, only very slowly and very 
partially to the awakening, in high ecclesiastical places or in quiet 
country parsonages, of higher and deeper conceptions of religion. 
Yet this tardiness of progress was by no means wholly due to the 
decline of the political and social position of the church, and to 


various counterparts to Dogberry and Verges, those in Samuel 
Eowley s WJken you see me, etc., in Marston’s Insatiate Countesse, in Beaumont and 
Fletcher s Coxcombe, and, above all, Blurt and his attendant Sfcubber in Middleton’s 
Blurt Master-Constable. 

^ 2 Harrison p. 284. Hall, Hubert, u.s. p. 74, gives a number of cases of armed 
caderry ' i but they only occasionally come under the above 

. picture of this condition of things, see Hall, H., u s. 

in his chapter ‘ The Churchman.’ Harrison’s account of the condition of things in liis 
own ay conveys the impression of being written with both knowledge and judgment: 
t lough not puritan m spirit, he is, on the whole, favourable to moderate reform. He 

'"""I hardships of various kinds to which his cloth 

as subject, and fully alive to the perennial experience that the ‘common sort’ are 
^ 0 cast reproaches on the clergy. In high places, few were quite fair to 
their griefs, although Burghley was an exception. 



"The Univef^sities 3^3 

the many alterations in its formularies. It was also due to the 
changes which had for some time been at work in 

Englantls two eyes, Bnglands two Nurceries, 

Englands two nests, Bnglands two holy mounts, 

I meane, Englands two Universities i. 

To all appearance, in the middle of queen Elizabeth’s reign, 
Oxford and Cambridge were in a flourishing condition ; their joint 
attendance of students was reckoned at 3000, and, according to 
modern notions, it may seem a healthy sign that, in far larger pro¬ 
portions than in earlier times, the sons of the nobility and gentry 
were resorting to these places of learning in common with a poorer 
class of young men or boys. As a matter of fact, however, more 
especially at Cambridge, which, for the better part of two genera¬ 
tions, had taken the lead in the intellectual life of the country, 
learning, after having, as elsewhere, become largely absorbed in 
theology, was, in the latter half of the century, exposed to a new 
danger. The sons of the gentry, whose importance in the general 
social system of the country and in its government was, as has 
been seen, steadily rising, now frequented the universities for the 
purpose of acquiring what may be called ‘general culture’ rather 
than theological or other professed learning. In a word, a new 
conception of the work of the national universities was forming 
itself which, in more ways than one, was to become of great 
importance for the future of the nation as well as for that of the 
universities. On the one hand, the risk was being run that deeper 
study and research would be elbowed out of existence by 
endeavours to gratify the wish for a higher education which 
should suit a young gentleman desirous of making his mark in 
some recognised public or professional capacity, and which 
should not take up too much of his time®. And this risk was 
materially increased by the introduction into the colleges of 
the universities and into the schools which were their feeders of 
the system of jobbery which was one of the bad features of the 
age: both school and college elections were packed or otherwise 
influenced in favour of the well-to-do against the poor, and, more 
especially, the best prizes of the university, fellowships, were awarded 
in obedience to mandates obtained by fair means or othei’ at 

1 Tell-Trothet Message and his Pens Complaint (1600). New Shaksp. Soc. Publ., 
1876 

* See, on this head, a very striking passage in William Stafford’s Dialogues, 'cii&d 
above, pp. 20—-21. 
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courts or as the result of other corrupt methods. This endeavour 
to appropriate the universities and their endowments for the 
advantage of particular sections of society had many unsatisfactory 
consequences—among them an increase of riotous living at college’^ 
in deference to gentlemanlike tastes. Against this was to be seUhe 
fact that a very considerable proportion of the classes whose sons 
now frequented the universities was tinged with such general 
culture as was to be found there, while many of these young men 
acquired something of a real love of learning—and a few some¬ 
thing of learning itself—into the bargain. The later Elizabethan 

and Jacobean dramatists take little or no notice of these results_ 

the academical enthusiasm fostered by the ‘university wits’ died 
out with them, and the usual playhouse type of the university 
student was now the feebler variety of undergraduate, whose chief 
occupation was to spend his father’s moneys At the same time, the 
public interest benefited directly by the encouragement given by 
the queen’s government, desirous of attracting nobility and gentry 
into the service of the state, to the study of law at the universities 
scholarships being instituted for the support of favoured students 
or this subject. The class of students whom these changes hit 
hard were the poorer youths, especially those who intended to 
devote themselves to the study of theology, with a view to ordina¬ 
tion, and on the training of whom the universities, for some time 
previously, had concentrated their activity. Complaints are 
constant that, in the bestowal of livings, the same system of 
corruption prevailed, in favour of the dependents of nobility and 

gentry, or of those who had gained the goodwill of patrons by 
illicit r j 


In general, there can be no doubt that the intellectual 
condition of Cambridge, in the later years of the century, was 

Letters of cominendations— 

Why, tis reported that they are grown stale 
When places fall i* th’ University. 

a <3„ Yi., . , Webster, TAfi DcotZs Law-case, act I. so 6 

lewd- i hSelf “^ThThii-t Cambridge ‘amongst wags as 

ZS i S? ohn ^ remember how its prevalence at Oxford 

« So, for instance Credulous Oldcraft in Fletcher’s Wit At severall Weapons 

secured S^uZefshr' advancement can be best 

““veisities^and colleges, as weU as in other walks of life, showing how 

p“.Sz M3irT‘'^'i° »’■ 
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superior to that of the sister university, and reflects itself 
as such in our literature. Puritaiiisni, after being repressed at 
Cambridge, largely through the mfluence of Whitgift, held its 
ground at Oxford under the patronage of Leicester as chancellor \ 
and, in the later part of the period under survey, recovered much 
of its ground in Cambridge also. To the reaction against Calvinism 
at Cambridge in the later part of the reign of James I, and at 
Oxford under Laud, a mere reference must suffice. It is curious to 
notice the impression of a foreign observer like Paul Hentzner that 
the puritan form of faith or religion was distinct from that of the 
church as by law established; in his account of the universities, 
he expresses his astonishment that puritans (whom he describes 
as ‘entirely abhorring all difference of rank among churchmen’) 
‘do not live separate, but mix with those of the church of England 
in the colleges^.’ Such was not the position taken up by those 
consistent adversaries of puritanism, the English dramatists of the 
Elizabethan and subsequent ages. It has been well pointed out by 
Creizenach^ that, of course with exceptions, it was not so much the 
doctrine of the puritans as their conduct of life and treatment of 
its outward forms which dramatists visited with their contempt 
and ridicule. The satire which pmitanism provoked from them was 
that which has always directed itself against the assertion, actual or 
supposed, by any class, profession or association of men or women, 
of a claim to an exceptional degree of moral excellence or virtue, and 
against the hypocrisy which this assertion seems to involve. This 
was a sort of pretension or ‘ humour ’ which robust commonsense, 
coupled with keen insight into character, such as signalised Jonson^, 
would be certain to expose to ridicule and censure, quite apart from 
any religious party feeling. Protestant sentiment proper was hardly 
a marked characteristic of the Elizabethan or Jacobean dmma, 
except when it formed an integral part of anti-Spanish or anti- 
Jesuit patriotism, and thus directed itself, as a matter of course, 
against a representative of the Marian reaction like Gardiner or 
an agent of Spanish policy like Gondomar®. In a general way, 
however, it was natural that this political protestantism should 
grow weaker in the Stewart days, when the court was no longer 

^ Of. Mullinger, J. Bass, Bistory of the University of Cambridge, iol. n, p. 288. To 
this standard work, the reader must be referred fora complete treatment of the subjectv 

® Travels in Ungtandf EngliBh transl. by Horace Walpole (1797), p. 41. 

* Vol. IV, part X, pp.T28—4. 

* Sect The Alchemist, Bartholomew Fayre, etc. The drift of the ridicule in 
Middleton's Famelie of Love is equally unspecific. 

® See Hey wood’s Pa?'# I of If you know not me, etc., and Middleton's A Game at Chesses 

E, L. V 
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responsive to this kind of popular sentiment. In a few dramatists 
such as Massinger and Shirley, personal reasons contributed to 
favour Roman Catholic ideas and views; but it cannot be said 
that these received from them anything beyond platonic goodwill. 
It may, perhaps, be added that the popular feeling which prevailed 
ill England against Jews cannot be set down as more than the 
continued unthinking and undiscriminating acceptance of a popular 
prejudice of ancient standing; for Jews in London, during the 
whole of this period, were only few in number and very little known, 
and neither Shakespeare nor Marlowe is likely to have made the 
acquaintance of any Jews abroad b 

Except in the fields, now narrowing rather than expanding, of 
purely academical scholarship and religious education, London had 
more than ever become the centre of the life of the community. 
Here, alone, politics, society and intellectual pursuits and diver¬ 
sions of all kinds were at the full height of activity; and here was 
the great market for the supply of the luxuries, as well as of the 
neceparies, of existence. The influx of inhabitants into London 
and its suburbs was very notable. The overgrowth of the popula¬ 
tion beyond the walls was, indeed, arrested by drastic provisions 
dating from 1580; but the total of the metropolitan population 
increased with extraordinary rapidity, and, in the century after 
the accession of Elizabeth, probably, at least quintupled—and this 
notwithstanding the ravages of the plague, which,at times,decimated 
-and even decimated twice over—the number of inhabitants. 
But It was not numbers only which gave to London its supremacy. 
The pulse of life beat more rapidly here than elsewhere; character 
and talent—individuality, in short—here had the best chance of 
asserting itself. This was largely due, as has been seen, to the court 
and, in the same connection, to the great houses of the nobility built 
along the pleasant Strand, with the river, London’s great high- 
way, running by the side of fields and gardens on the way to 
Westminster. It was due, in the second place, to the city as the 
pentre and representative of the mercantile and industrial life of 
e nation, with ^Cheapside, and Goldsmiths’ row on its southern 
frontage, displaying the magnificence of that life to an admiring 


_ V Of. Koeppel, E„ ‘Konfessionelle StrSmungen in d. dramat. Dichtung d. Zeitaltera 
aesieiden orsten Stuart Kpnige,* in Shakespeare Jahrbuch, vol. xi,, pp. xvi ff where the 

t thejillainous Jewish figures in Daborne’s A Christian 

FlScheSf Wilham Eowley’s Travailes of The three English Brothers, aud 

Fletchers Custome oj the Countrey. As to the attempt to identify Shylock with an 
actual personage, of, ante, chap, vm. 
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world. Blit it was also due to the various colleges of law and 
physic, as well as to cathedral and abbey, and the great 
schools h 

Among the professions which had their proper seat in London, 
none, perhaps, in the Elizabethan age and that which followed, 
played a more important part in the social system of the country 
than the profession of the law. There has assuredly been no 
period of English history in which the relations between law 
and politics have been more intimate than the age of Bacon and 
Coke; and the study of the history of even a single inn of 
court, such as Gray’s inn, would show how far back in the later 
Tudor period this important connection extends. But, apart 
from this, though Harrison was of opinion that an excess of 
lawyers, like one of merchants, was a clog in the commonwealth 
—‘all the money in the land’ he says ‘goes to the lawyers^— 
it was quite inevitable that two characteristics of the age—the 
frequent change of ownership in landed property and the frequent 
establishment of new trading concerns—should be accompanied by 
a large increase of legal practice. This practice was of a kind 
which did not necessarily bring its reward in a great harvest of 
fees to the London barrister, for there was much more self-help in 
that age than has been held admissible in later days either in law 
or in medicine; and, with regard to the former at all events, 
every man was expected to know some law, so that many of our 
dramatists—with Shakespeare at their head—were, more or less. 


I Nothing can be said here of other favourite centres of intellectual and social 
intercourse, among which the taverns—to be distinguished carefully from lesser and 
more evanescent places of entertainment—did duty for the clubs of later London life. 
T. Heywood gives a short list of them in one of the songs inserted m The Rape of 
Lucrece, in another of which the cries of London are reproduced. By 1633,• the 
number of these taverns was reckoned at 211. Cf. Sandys, W., Festive Songs, etc., u.s, 
(introduction), and see Vatke, T., ‘ Wirthshauser und Wirthshausleben’ in GulturUUer 
am AU^England. As to ‘ordinaries’ (the fashionable tables d’hote of the day), see 
the amusing tract The Meeting of Gallants at an Or dinarie, or The Walhes inPowles,^ 
1604 (Percy Soo. Publ., 1846, vol. v). To the main walk of the great gothic church of 
St Paul’s, a club open to all—even to those who came only to dine with duke Humphrey 
—there are frequent allusions in our dramatists. (Bobadill was a ‘ Paul’s man, and 
Falstall ‘bought Bardolph in Paul’s.’ See, also, L. Barry’s Ram-Alley, act sc. 1, 
and Mayne’s GUy-MaUh, act in, so. 3.) These and other features of LoMon are 
described in numerous works of easy access; for a graphic picture o ‘ iza e an 
London, drawn with the author’s usual felicity of touch, the reader maybe referred 
to the Section ‘Le Pays Anglais ’ in vol. ii of Jusserand’s Eistoire Litteraire du Peuple 
Anglais. Greizenach, Yol. iv, part i, p. 486, goes so far as to assert that, with the 
exception of university and school plays, not a single dramatic wor o consequence 

saw the light of day anywhere else than in London town. 

* p. 204. 
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familiar with its terms and processes^ It was with landed property 
that litigation, so far as lawj^ers were called in, seriously concerned 


that at no time before or since has a legal training been so clearly 
recognised as the necessary complement of the school and university 
education of a man called upon to play a part in public life. The 
inns of court were one of the great social as well as educational 
institutions of the Elizabethan and early Stewart period; and 
within their walls, in their halls and gardens, in their libraries and 


towards the crown, as well as that traditional enthusiasm for 
literary and other intellectual interests, which in other periods 
of our national life have been habitually associated with the 
universities^. The occasional ‘ brawls ’ in the streets by gentlemen 
of the inns of court, like those of their democratic antipodes, the 
city ’prentices, were demonstrations of self-reliance as well as of 
youthful spirits. To the Elizabethan regular drama, whose be¬ 
ginnings the inns of court had nurtured, and to some of whose 
masterpieces they had extended a cordial welcome, as well as to 
the lesser growths of the masque and cognate devices, these 
societies stood in relations of enduring intimacy^ 

voAxIt nqnn’ Law: a Parallel,’in ShakeBpeare Jahrbuch, 

/ol. XXII (190fa); where it is pointed out that Webster, like Shakespeare, displays a 
very extensive and, generally speaking, accurate knowledge both of the theory and 
fTtwlT construction of the plot of The JDutchesse ofMalfy is ciL as 

a striking ^stance of the extent of Webster’s legal knowledge. The writer cites the 

f the Sixteenth cZSTthU 

Ben Jonson and Spenser, Massinger and Webster, employed law terms with no less 
frequency and facility than Shakespeare, though none of them was engaged in the 
egal profession. It would, perhaps, be fanciful to ascribe the predilection for trial 
^cenes ^ which the Elizabethan bequeathed to the later English drama, to anything 
more than a sure instinct for dramatic effect. S 8 

See, on this W, the section ‘The Lawyer’-perhaps the most instructive at 

all the sections in Hubert Hall’s Society JEZi^aiet/ian 

^ In the ‘ letter from England,’ to her three daughters, Cambridge Oxford InncH nf 

(Cambridge, 1595), whUe the inns of court are 
thrSLtn ^rsities, and of having, ‘received some of 

tneir Children and.. .made them wanton, the Inns are admonished not to regard their 

training as suffiomnt without that of their elder sisters.’ ® 

* In his JEnghsh Dramatic Literature, rol. in, p. 223, note 7, the present writer has 

. ^our Inns of Court men were undone but for [the player] j hee 


Tlie pliysician’s profession, about this time, was being dis¬ 
entangled, on the one hand, from that of the clergyman, with 
which of old it had been frequently combined, and, on the other, 
from the trade of the apothecary—a purveyor of many things 
besides drugs, who was more comfortably and fashionably housed 
in London^ than was his fellow at Mantua—and from that of the 
barber, who united to his main functions those of dentist and yet 
others, announced by his long pole, painted redl The pretensions 
of both physicians and surgeons to a knowledge of which they fell 
far short were still a subject of severe censure^; but little or 
nothing was said in or outside the profession against what was 
still the chief impediment to the progress of medical science—its 
intimate association with astrologyThe physician took every 
care to preserve the dignity which lay at the root of much of his 
power, attiring himself in the furred gown and velvet cap of his 
doctor’s degree®, and riding about the streets, like his predecessor 
in the Middle Ages, with long foot-cloths hanging down by the side 
of his horse or mule. The education of physicians was carried 
on much like that of lawyers, with care and comfort, and seems, 
at least sometimes, to have been deemed a suitable stage in the 
complete training of a gentleman®. The scientific and practical 
value of the medical training of the day is a theme beyond the 
purpose of this sketch. Medical treatment, in many respects, was 
oldfashioned in no flattering sense of the term; in the case of 
new diseases, it was savage; in the case of mental disease, 
barbarous—‘ a dark house and a whip^.’ 

It is unnecessary to make a more than passing reference here 
to another profession, which in the Elizabethan age already 
existed, although it might be said to have only recently come into 

is their chiefe Guest and imployment, and the sole businesse that makes them 
Afternoones men.’ 

> See The Merry Wives, act iii, so. 3: ‘these lisping hawthorn-buds that... smell 
like Bucklersbury in simple time.’ 

® On this subject, see Vatke, T., m.s. p. 172. A dentist-barber appears in Lyly’s 
Midas. 

“ So, in the pious Joseph Halle’s The Ohyrurgens Booh 

* An honest, though futile, attempt to distinguish between true and false, valuable 
and ‘ frustrate,’ astrology is made in Polimanteia, a curious tract printed at 
Cambridge in 1696, 

® Of, The Alchemist, act i, sc. 1, where Subtle takes care to appear in this costume. 

* Paul Hentzner («.». p, 81) asserts that in the fifteen colleges within and without 
the city of London ‘ members of the young nobility, gentry and others, are educated, 
and chiefly in the study of physic; for very few apply themselves to that of the law; 
they are allowed a very good table, and silver cups to drink out of.’ 

^ As You Like It, act lu, so. 2, adjin^ 
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existence. The general conditions wliicli affected the publication 
of books, and, with it, the exercise of the profession of author 
hare been discussed in a previous volume^ and more will be said 
in a later chapter as to the special conditions of the writinfr of 
plays^. The number of playwrights who, at the same time were 
stage actors, probably, was by no means so large as has sometimes 
been assumed; Miss Sheavyn reckons that, to our knowledLm 
not more than nine combined the ‘equality’ of actor with 
authorship^ Thus, there was no reason why ‘gentlemen and 
scholars should extend to dramatic or other authors as such the 
scorn which, at different times, they were wont to manifest for 
the profession of the actor, despised by them as, traditionally 
a menial or envied as the well paid and gorgeously apparelled 
favounte of the public. Yet the professional author—the man 
that IS, who sought to live by his pen, or, at least, to make it 
contribute appreciably to his means of earning a livelihood had 
no easy life of it in the Elizabethan age. Patrons were' rare 
w o gave sums of money—especially large sums such as that 
which Southampton is held to have bestowed on Shakespeare—or 
provided hospitality on a large scale, such as Jonson enjoyed from 
lord dAubigny; though there may have been other cases of 
support, such as that granted by the Herberts 
to Massinger, or of spontaneous generosity like that extended to 
Greene^ by a successful player. Fewer still were those to whom 
as to Munday and Jonson, the goodwill of city or crown secured an 
official salary by the side of their literary earnings. The uni¬ 
versities reserved none of their emoluments for the ‘university 
mts whose flattering dedications were more profitably addressed 
to the ^goodwill of individual magnates. The laborious gains 

wfr! 7 ^^" r/ ^hen such accom 

plishments were still confined to a smaU number of scholars It 

the writing of pamph“von tf 
ese often really only horered on the outskirts of literature* 

Hand., 

professions, though Marlowe and Xvd + 1 , V- 

See Shea vyn, The Litt>ra-ni p — earlier writers, probably never acted.’ 

valuable pfec orwol 0 wtTw J^U^alethan Age (p. 93)-a 

‘ Of. Le, vohTv Vap. x; aS bibl T1 “ 

P VI, and bibl. Ihere is no reason, in the Elizabethan 
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if not to descend into other depths and enter upon one or more 
of the harassing employments of the news factor, the prophetic 
almanac maker, the ballad and jig writer, or the craftsman who 
composed lascivious verse to suit the taste of his public. 

It has been shown above^ that, though the charter of the 
Stationers’ company was confirmed in the first year of Elizabeth’s 
reign, and the licensing and censorship of books was instituted 
by the injunctions issued in that year, the actual operation of this 
censorship did not begin till near the middle of the last decade 
but one of the sixteenth century—an epoch of intense public 
anxiety. In 1586, when the agitation largely due to Jesuit 
missions and their actual or supposed results was at its height 
and the so-called ‘discovery’ of the Babyngton conspiracy was 
calling forth wild alarm, the Star chamber issued the decree 
which confined printing, with the exception of the two uni¬ 
versities, to the liberties of the city of London, and subjected all 
books and pamphlets before publication to the licence of the 
archbishop of Canterbury and the bishop of London. Those 
licensing regulations were enforced by the court of High Com¬ 
mission (though the actual process of licensing, in part, was handed 
over to particular expert authorities—as, in the case of plays, 
to the master of the revels), and the activity of the court was 
easily set in motion wherever the interests or susceptibilities of 
church or state seemed to call for its interference. The drama, 
of course, most frequently and most readily laid itself open to 
official suspicion. Thus, on the single occasion of the imminence 
of trouble on the part of Essex and his supporters, the authors of 
at least two plays, Philotas and Sejanm, were in some danger, 
and the performance of a third {Richard II) led to further 
official enquiry^. As in the days of the early Roman empire, a 
class of informers rose into being, called, in Elizabethan parlance, 

‘moralisei’s’ or ‘state decixdierers,’ whose business it was to dis¬ 
cover and denounce passages, situations and even single words 

age for distinguishing translators from the general body of authors, among whom 
their position was one of honour and distinction. Of. anta, vol. iv, chap. i. 

^ AntSi vol. IV, pp. 881—2. 

* ‘Application,^ says the dodioatioa of Folpone, ‘ is now given a trade with many, 
and there are that profess to have a key for the deeyphering of everything,’ 
Miss Sheavyn (p. 67) has drawn up a list of writers who suffered from the interference 
of authorities moved by information of the above or of other sorts; it comprises 
the names of Cartwright, Chapman, Daniel, Dekker, Drayton, Fletcher, Heywood, 
Holinshed, Jonson, Kyd, Lodge, Marlowe, Marston, Middleton, Munday, Naslio, 
Bowlanda, Selden, Shakespeare, Smith, Stowe, Stuhbes and Wither. Of course, the 
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wliicli seemed to betray a dangerous meaning. The spirit of 
Jacobean government did not fail to carry further a system con 
genial to its mode of working. Such, in this age, were a few 
among the troubles of authors—troubles in which di-amatists had 
more than their share. 

The attention bestowed in this period upon the fine arts should 
not be overlooked, though it cannot be discussed here. The cultiva¬ 
tion of music, indeed, was one of the most attractive features of 
Shakespeare’s age and seems to have been common to both sexes' 
The subject of Elizabethan and Jacobean architecture has been 
already touched upon, but cannot here be pursued further. Paint¬ 
ing, with the exception of miniature painting, was mainly left in 
foreign hands. The external conditions of the drama proper were 
such that it could owe little or nothing to architect, sculptor or 
painter; the achievements of Inigo Jones belong to the history of 
the masque \ 

At the lower end of the social scale, in the Elizabethan age, 
a very marked division is observable between those who, more 
or less, were moving upward and those whose doom it seemed 
to lag behind. The smaller tradesmen and manufacturers of the 
towns, though they could not, like the great city merchants, have 
any claim to be of the councils of the sovereign or of those 
who carried on the government, still found themselves occasionally 
chosen to represent in parliament the interests of the communities 
in which they lived, though, in the new boroughs established 
under the influence of the crown, that influence was powerful in 
securing tlie election of persons belonging to the gentry on whom 
it could directly depend. In otlier ways, too, the industrial element 
was asserting its right to the social advantages within its reach; 
probably, such a case as that of Gabriel Harvey’s father, the rope- 
maker of Safiron Walden, who sent not less than four sons to the 
neighbouring university, was not a very unusual one in the social 

whkligig of Mme brought its revenges on both sides; and, finally, the Star chamber, 
•which, in 1634, had ordered the burning of Prynne’s HUtrio-Mastix, and inflicted 
what sbame it could inflict upon the author of that work, was, seven years later, swept 
away with the High Gommission court, and several other tyrannical tribunals. 

^ As to Elizabethan niusio, and its association with the drama, see chap. vi of 
vol. IV of this work, of. also Sohelling’s chapter, u.$. ‘When Muaio and sweet Poetry 
agree.’ As to the favourite composers of the period between 1689 and 1600, see 
Lyrical Poem mU&UA from mmical publicatiom, 1689—1680, ed. Collier, J. P., Percy 
Soo. Publ. (1844), vol. xm. See, also, the note of Eockstro, W., on ‘The Sixth English 
School,’op. Traill, H. D,, «.». vol. nr, p, 309. 

Painting and carpentry are the soul of mask’ is Ben Jenson’s sneer in his 
Exjpoitulation with Inigo Jonet, 
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history of the times h Many yeomen, too, although their class was 
supposed to be marked by a definite limit of income, and although 
it was customary to address them and their wives as ‘goodman ’ or 
‘goodwife’ instead of ‘master’ or ‘mistress,’ were, by their clever¬ 
ness and industry, constantly raising themselves on the^ social 

_‘buying up poor gentlemen’s land, educating their sons 

for professions and learning them how to become gentlemen.’ 
‘These were they,’ adds Harrison^ in picturesque remembrance 
of the days of Henry V, ‘ that in times past made all France 
afraid.’ An admirable dramatic type, dated still further back, 
of the stalwart yeomen of whom many an example must have 
remained in Elizabethan England, is George-a-Greene, the pinner 
of Wakefield, in the play named after him^. Hobs the tanner, in 
Hey wood’s Edward IV, may serve as a companion picture of the 
honest handicraftsman, imperturbable alike in his good sense and 
in his good humour 

Neither traders nor yeomen were to be confounded with the 
labouring class proper, still a part of the population which Harrison, 
as well as Shakespeare and his fellow dramatists, regarded as 
proper to be ruled, not to rule others. It has been seen that 
their condition during the Elizabethan age and the ensuing period 
cannot be described as one of advance, although the social misery 
which had resulted from the break-up of the old agrarian system 
and the widespread substitution of pasture for tillage abated with 
the practical recovery of arable farming. The labouring classes, 
generally, remained in a condition of depression, or not far removed 
from it. Yet they were not altogether ignored in the working 
of the machinery of church and state, labouring men being 
occasionally summoned on juries or even chosen to hold office as 
churchwardens. But, though it would not be impossible to cite 
exceptions in which human sympathy or humorous insight assert 
their rights, men and women of this class were usually counted 
only by heads, and, as individuals, they failed to interest the 
dramatists, who were content to use them as an obscure background 
or colourless substratum. It is not just to illustrate the contempt 
of the Elizabethan drama for the masses either by satirical 
pictures of mobs and popular rebellions, or by particular phrases 

^ Marlowe’s father was a shoe-maker; but this, perhaps, is hardly a case in point. 

a 133, 

^ Another, which seems to have attained to great popularity, was that of old 
Tom Strowd in Day’s Blind Beggar of Bednal Green. . j 

* 'Dekkex'B Shomakera Holiday is a genial glorification of the craft, founded on one 
of the stories in Thomas Deloney’s Gentle Craft (the second title of tne play). 
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the dramatists, as a body, are chargeable, must indisputably be 
regarded as a limitation of the range of their art, which they 
only accepted to their own disadvantage^. 

Wholly distinct from labouring men proper were the serving, 
men, whose large numbers in the Elizabethan age are the 
subject of frequent comment, and who were a legacy of medieval 
times and conditions. Harrison® dwells on the ^swarmes of 
idle serving-men, who are an evil to everyone^,' and observes 
that, while many of them brought their young masters to grief 
by their wastefulness, not a few of them fell into bad ways them¬ 
selves, and ended as highway robbers. It was easier to insist, 
in the interests of society in general, that the numbers of these 
hangers-on should be lessened, when not only was service con¬ 
tinually passed on from generation to generation, but many sons 
of yeomen and husbandmen entered into the condition of serving- 
men, in order to escape the obligation of military service, and, 
generally, to secure easier and more comfortable conditions of life 
On the part of the gentry, the custom of keeping up a large 
show of servants was by no means confined to the wealthy, and 
the author of that interesting tract The Serving-marts Comfort^ 
draws a humorous picture of the needy Sir Daniel Debet, pacing 
me middle walk at St Paul’s, with six or seven tall hungry fellows 
in attendance. 

We pass to a yet different stratum of the population. It is well 
known how the most important of the poor laws of Elizabeth®, 

3, addresses the gardener as ‘thou 

little better thing than earth’(Vatke, M.8. p. 221). 

friendliness and geniality of the 
MpfnffV commended by Purnivali. Sympathetic 

f * frequent in the plays of Shakespeare and his fellow 
amatists, though in the phrase of the old shepherd in The Winter’s Tale, they 
contain plenty of ‘ homely foolery.’ ’ / 

® p. 135. 

in and Juliet with the roguery of those 

anStoent. exhaust Shakespeare’s gallery of servants, good, bad 

cltuSiS pro/« of Serving,uen or the Serving.man’s 

Sem d d Serving-men. though some varieties of 

V ^ largely attracted the goodwill 

to have been^mJ^STt g’ who, according to a tradition said 

Lik^ Stratford, himself performed the part of Adam in As You 
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passed near the close of her reign (in 1601) and revired in the 
first year of James I, made provision for its poor compulsory 
upon every parish. The pressure of pauperism was felt through¬ 
out the whole of this period, and already at an early stage of the 
queen’s reign the principle of the ‘old Poor Law’ had been 
affirmed by legislation, and it had become customary to hold 
weekly collections in each parish for the poor who had not 
demonstrably fallen into indigence by their own fault. But the 
evil continued, and was not diminished by the provisions against 
vagabonds, among whom, against the wish of the house of lords, 
common players and minstrels had been included in the act of 
1572. In describing the great increase of poverty in the land, 
Harrison^ indignantly repudiates the proposed remedy of stopping 
the growth of the population by turning arable into pasture 
land—a process by which English rural prosperity had been 
impaired in a past too recent to be forgotten. The control 
of the spread of poverty and desolation attempted by the 
Elizabethan poor laws proved, on the whole, a failure; and 
things went on from bad to worse. Hundreds of hamlets were 
desolated^, and the number of small occupiers steadily dwindled, 
till they were almost completely extinguished by the legis¬ 
lation of the reign of Charles II. From this all-important side 
of the social life of the country, the drama, as might be sup¬ 
posed, averts its eyes. On the other hand, the more or less vocal 
or picturesque phase of poverty which may be described as 
beggardom, with the nearly allied developments of vagabondage 
and roguery, forms one of the most glaring phenomena of the 
age; its giiefs and self-advertisement crying aloud for notice. 
Harrison, who denounces idle beggars of all sorts as ‘thieves 
and caterpillars of the commonwealth,’ reckons their total 
number in England at ten thousand, and, at the same time, 
dates the beginning of their trade as falling not yet fully sixty 
years back-—which seems to point to the dissolution of the 
monasteries, though, as a matter of fact, Henry VIII’s act as to 
beggars and vagabonds was passed as early as 1531. Our ^ide 
then proceeds to comment on twenty-three kinds of vagabonds, 
and to discuss the various methods of punishment applied to them 
and to the army of ‘ roges and idle persons ’ in general, including, 
as aforesaid, ‘plaiers’ and ‘minstrells®’ But there can be 
no necessity in this place for more than touching on a topic 

1 pp. 212 fif. “ Hall, H., Society in the jElizabethan Age, p. 106. 

* Bk ir, ohapa. x—xi. 



to that of crime is at all times cruelly facile, a word may b7aS 
as to an aspect of the age which cannot be neglected by the 
student of its physiognomy, more particularly as it is recognisable 
in its reflection in contemporary English drama. It was by no 
means unreasonable for a contemporary such as Harrison to dis¬ 
claim what, to the eyes of Elizabethan England, might have seemed 
abnormal either in the character of the crimes which were fre¬ 
quently committed or of the punishments which they entailed 
An examination of the themes of the English domestic tragedies 
winch m the last decade of the sixteenth century, or thereabouts 
harrowed the feelings of London audiences, bears out the state: 
ment that horrible, merciles and wilfull murders,’ such as are 
not sildome scene on the continent,’ were comparatively rare in 
contemporary England; the hankering after such sensations be- 
ongs to a rather later time, when ‘revenge’ plays had passed 
mto a more advanced stage, and Tourneur and Webster were 
tain to satisfy the appetite of their audiences for exotic horrors 
Again m the Elizabethan age, it is not difficult to notice, in 
the administration of penal justice, indications of a tendency 

oims of execution or of bodily suflTering or degradation added 
to execution were modified or fell out of use. Still, for a 
number of crimes regarded as specially heinous, there were 
special pmshments calculated to excite the sensibilities or 
deepen the awe of spectators^. Poisoners and heretics were burnt 
in were liable to suffer the same punishment 

of death by hanging, the method of execution apphed to 
felons and all other ordinary criminals. It will be remembered 
that but few persons suffered death on the charge of witch¬ 
craft und^ Elizabeth, and that it was only undfr the ^^e 
^ immediately after the accession of James (1604) 
that the fury of persecution found full opportunities for raging. 

bibl. *vx. and 

® Torture seems to have been regarded as a nmo+iV.! « i,- t. , 

h.dmordia.,y ...... In. it aot 1 



Witchcraft. Moral Standard 377 


There cannot, of course, be any sort of pretence that rational views 
on the subject of witchcraft and magic obtained in the reign 
of Elizabeth, or that the queen herself (who consulted Dee about 
Alen^on’s condition) was more enlightened on this head than other 
English men or women. Of the dramatists, it may be roughly 
stated that in not a single one of them can be found any suggestion 
of a disbelief in the thing itself, even where a fraudulent use of it 
is exposed or derided h On offenders against religious law and 
social morality, a variety of formal penalties—in part symbolic, 
in part simply degrading—were inflicted, which alike suggest a 
desire on the part of the state or society to ‘improve’ the 
opportunities afforded it; even before the ascendancy of puritan- 
ism, there were always practical moralists clamouring for a severer 
system of retribution. Yet, at the same time, a great laxity is 
observable in enforcing the penalties denounced by the law upon 
proved wantonness of life; and it is impossible to escape the 
impression that there existed a general consensus, from which even 
the clergy only slowly came to express clear dissent, that some 
allowance should be made to laymen in the matter of the sins they 
were ‘ inclined to.’ The whole significance of the licence of the 
Elizabethan and Jacobean drama, which, in some respects, reflected 
the licence of the age, cannot be fully understood, unless this fact 
be borne in mind. 

The darker side of the social condition of England in the 
Elizabethan age should not be overlooked by those who dwell upon 
the high aspirations and great achievements which have cast an 
enduring halo round it in the eyes of national historians and their 
readers. Nothing can be said here as to the defects—only too 
palpable, but not by any means to be construed as evidence of 
mere incuria —in the provision made for the protection of the 


1 Tbe whole question of the treatment in the Elizabethan age of the superstition of 
witchcraft has been left aside as too wide for discussion here. For an account of the 
origin of this superstition see ante, vol. ni, chap, v; and cf. the note on the Witch- 
controversy, with a bibliography of it, in vol.iv, pp. 534-6 (bibliography to^chap.xvi). 
The present writer has given a summary of the subject, illustrated by references to 
those Elizabethan and Jacobean dramas which reflect the sentiments of the age in 
reference to it, in his introduction to Marlowe’s 

As to Dee, see The Private Diary of Dr John Dee, ed. HalhwelipPhihipps], J. 0., 
Camden Soc, Pubh, 1842. Though it was abroad that Dee’s associate Kelly came to 
grief, alchemists ran some risk in England. In The Alchemist, act iv, sc. 1. Dol Common 
warns Sir Epicure Mammon that he 

may come to end 

The remnant of his days in a loth d prison 

for merely speaking of the philosopher’s stone. 
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public health against the dangers to which it was exposed, more 
especially in London, from the incursions of the plague, and, in 
a lesser degree, from those of other diseasesIf, however,'we 
confine ourselves to the moral sphere, the impression left by 
an open-eyed survey of the ordinary relations and conditions 
of life in this age is one of a dominating violence and turbulence • 
and this impression is confirmed by a study of the drama of 
which those relations and conditions largely make up the material. 
At the same time, this passionate unrest, and the impetus with 
which, in the midst of it, the age pressed on to the performance of 
its great tasks, explain, in some measure, how they were accom¬ 
plished. The high spirit—often high in death as it had been in 
life—which the renascence and reformation ages had infused into 
their men and women, of all classes and beliefs, no doubt imparted 
something of recklessness to martyrdom as well as of ruthlessness 
m the infliction of suffering. But the final cause of this high 
spirit was the belief in things worth living for and worth dying 
for—a belief which lies at the root of mighty actions, and without 
w lich no nation has ever been great, and no dramatic hero heroic. 

It is impossible to close even this scanty notice of some of the 
social characteristics of the Elizabethan age wdthout a more 
special reference to its women. For, in the history of western 
civilisation^ (not to venture on applying the remark still more 
widely), it is generally the women whose code of manners and of 
morals determines the standard of these in any given period of 
national life. No doubt, the women of the Elizabethan and 
Jacobean age, as they appear before us in contemporary drama, 
are, primarily, the creatures of the imagination of the dramatists ; 
yet It would be idle to ignore the twofold fact, that the presentment 
of the women of this period on the stage largely reproduces 
actual types, and that the way in which dramatists looked upon 
women, their position in life, and their relations to men, was the 
way of the world, and the way of the age. Queen Elizabeth was 
pot the only highly educated Englishwoman of her faniily or 
times; but, though the type, of which the continental renascence 
produced many illustrious examples, is never wanting in the society 

' V® i; times, it is comparatively rare and 

can har% be said to be a frequent characteristic of their women. 
Ihe fashions of intellectual, and mainly literary, refinement which 
passed over court and society, from that of Euphuism to that of 


^ Concerning this subject, as 
post, chaps. X and xiv of voi. vi. 


affecting the history of the drama and 


stage, see 
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Platonic love, were fasliiona only, to be followed for a season and 
then discarded. Far more striking as a distinctive feature is the 
virility wliich many women of the age shared with the great queen— 
the high courage, the readiness for action, the indomitable spirit 
which no persecution can abate and which the fear of death itself 
cannot quench. This (piality of fortitude the women of the age 
shared with the men, as Portia shared it with Brutus, and to this 
they bore testimony with the same readiness on many occasions 
and in many places besides the scaffold and the stake. The 
German traveller Paul Hentzner, describing England as a sort of 
woman’s paradise, says of Englishwomen tliat ‘ they are as it were 
men’^’; and, just as we hear that ladies were willing to undergo 
with their husbands the toils and exertions of country life (as they 
afterwards came to join in its sports), so there was a noble dis¬ 
tinctiveness in the readiness of Eliziabethan women to take 
their part in the duties and the responsibilities of life at large, 
and to defy cavil and criticism in the consciousness of their own 
strength and steadfastness. There is not, as has been suggested, an 
element of mannishness in the Venetian Portia, or a touch of the 
virago in Beatrice : they are women born to play their part in life 
and society, and to stand forth amongst its leaders. But here, also, 
we are in the presence of exceptional personalities, though the 
conception remains constant in the English drama, as it did in 
English life, to the days of the civil war and beyond. ^ 

As to the women of everyday life, there can be no reason for 
doubting a close correspondence between many of their character¬ 
istic features in life and on the stage. Their emptiness and 
shallowness, due, in part at least, to a defective education whici 
cared only for imparting a few superficial accomplishmeuts, their 
inordinate love of dress and all manner of finery, their hankering 
for open admiration and search for it in the open fashion of earlier 
times, sitting at their doors during the greater part of the day , 
or, from the closing years of the reign onwards, under shelter 0 
the masks which had become the fashion at pub^e places— 
these, and a hundred more, are follies and levities in wine 
observation and satire have found constant materials for coramen 
and censure. The looseness and licence of the age form a feature 
of its life and character well enough known to students, an weie 
by no means, as is sometimes supposed, derived altogeti^, or 
perhaps even mainly, from the example of court or town. u a 
comparison, from this point of view, between different peiiofs, 

' Cited by Maroka, E., «.«. p. 94, * Stubbes's Anatomie of Abuses, p. . 
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whether or not adjacent to each other, is a hazardous process, and 
in any case, is remote from the purpose of the present chapter! 
The dramatic poets discussed in the present volume and in its 
successor, at times, preferred to reproduce in their plays what 
they found in the scene of life around them ; at times, they were 
fam to dwell on those aspects of society and its experiences which 
seemed most likely to serve as occasions for exciting the emotions 
of pity or of horror. The Elizabethan and Jacobean drama would 
have been unable, even if it had been willing, to detach itself 
altogether from the conditions of things in which it necessarily 
tound much of its material, and to which it could not but, in many 
ways, assimilate the remainder. Neither, again, were its repro¬ 
ductions of manners always correct, nor were the ‘problems’ of 
Its actions always those with which the experience of the age was 
familiar. But, as a whole, and though it only gradually develoned 
and in some respects varied, the methods and processes by which 

!! remained true to its purposes as an art; and 

m the sphere where its creative power was most signally asserted— 
m the invention and delineation of character—its range was un- 
surpassed. In many respects, the conditions of the^age might 

i tiryTe “f ->? the most beantiful 

Yet Se wld 7 female excellence, 

xet the legend of good women which a historic record of 

nf ail sunniest and sweetest, the very noblest 

sacrificinTw Parity and that of self- 

and jZfiirZZl ia the Elizabethan 

onlv on who should look for them 

pnly on the Shakespearean heights. 
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Bavbones parliament anticipated tbe measures of tbe French 
convention of September 1793, by debating the ‘propriety 
of suppressing universities and all schools for learning as un¬ 
necessary.’ The good sense of the majority of the members 
refused to concur; but a lively war of pamphlets immediately 
ensued, the most notable champions against the universities being 
Dell, master of Caius college, and John Webster, ‘chaplain in 
the army,’ and author of Aeademiarum Examen (1654). These 
obscurantists appear to have been more feared than gi-eater men of 
a similar way of thinking. Seth Ward, Savilian professor of astro¬ 
nomy, and John Wilkins, warden of Wadham college, men of the 
highest distinction at Oxford, condescended to traverse the puerili¬ 
ties of Webster’s ‘ artless Rapsody,’ as the author himself styled 
his tract. The spirit of this rhapsody is revealed in its statement 
that the end of the Gospel is to discover the wisdom of the world 
to be mere foolishness. As Ward pointed out, Webster’s notion 
of reform was a combination of the incompatible methods of 
Bacon and Fludd. Nevertheless, Ward devotes the greater part 
of his apologia (Vindiciae Aeademiarum, 1654) to Webster’s 
Examen. Like Hobbes, Webster is mistaken in attributing to 
the universities a blind devotion to Aristotle; natural science 
and all new forms of knowledge are welcomed, mathematics has 
been considerably advanced, chemistry and magnetism are studied, 
and pi'ojects are afoot for establishing a laboratory for chemical, 
mechanical and optical researches. Those who cry out upon the 
university exercises in the schools close their eyes to the work 
done in college halls and in tutors’ chambers. Ward’s defence 
curiously anticipates by nearly half a century that made on a 
similar occasion by John Wallis (the Savilian professor who 
exposed Hobbes’s mathematical pretensions) when writing against 
Lewis Maid well’s projected academy k Ward’s readiness to answer 
a writer like Webster marks a critical stage in the history of 
Oxford and Cambridge, whose monopoly, if not existence, was 
seriously threatened. A project for a northern university, mooted 
in 1604, was revived in 1642 with Manchester and York as rival 
claimants for the honour of its seat; in 1652, York petitioned parlia¬ 
ment in that sense. The liberal scheme of foundation enjoyed by 
Gresham college confined its operations to the qttadrivium and the 
three learned professions, but it pei'iodically stimulated the thought 
that London should possess a university ; and the notion had 
been again mooted in 1647. Wilkins, who wrote the preface to 

^ p. 397, 
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Ward’s Vindidae, is said to have dissuaded his father-in-law 
Oliver Cromwell, from confiscating the rents belonging to the 
universities in order to pay the armyh Even after the restoration, 
there were reverberations of these movements to destroy Oxford 
and Cambridge or to establish dangerous rivals. Sprat, in his 
History of the Royal Society (1667), while urging the claims of 
the new foundation, thought it expedient to explain that its 
researches could not conflict with the work of schools or of 
universities, and that the Royal society owed its birth to the 
labours of university men who had saved the seats of learning 
from ruin. But, in July 1669, Evelyn heard Robert South at Oxford 
advert in the most public manner to the possible injury which the 
Society might inflict upon the universities. So late as 1/00, Lewis 
Maidwell’s proposal for an academy Avas viewed with some alai-m 
at Oxford and Cambridge. 

But, though drastic reforms or innovations in the universities 
were undoubtedly contemplated by responsible men during the 
commonwealth, it would be unjust to represent their authors as 
hostile to learning or to public education. Throughout its history, 
the Long parliament gave occasional attention to the latter j 
through Hartlib, some of its members invited Comenius to London, 
where he stayed during the months preceding the civil war. The 
Long parliament initiated the parliamentary subvention for educa 
tion, voting an annual grant of £20,000 for the stipends of ministers 
and schoolmasters, and reserving £2000 of it for the better emolu¬ 
ment of heads of colleges in the universities. The same body 
appointed a committee for the advancement of learning, which 
soon found itself considering many of the plans then current for 
the extension of schools and the reform of curriculum. Finally, 
Cromw'ell brought the project of a northern university to a head in 
1657 by issuing letters patent for the foundation of a university 
of Durham; but the scheme did not take material shape. 

In the eyes of reformers, seventeenth century schools were 
defective in their studies and insufficient in number. Professional 
opinion occasionally deplored their neglect of the mother tongue; 
the complaint appears in the writings of prominent school¬ 
masters like John Brinsley and Charles Hoole. The latter 
(New Discovery of the Old Art of teaching Schoole, 1660) 
sugA^ested that a school should be placed in every town and 
populous village to prepare little ones for the grammar school, 
and, also, for the benefit of those who were too duU or too poor to 
^ See Notes and Queries, 13 Aag. 1881. 



Eiducation 


388 

cultivate scliolarsliipj to teach arithmetic, writing and the reading 
of English so as ‘to sweeten their otherwise sour natures/ But lay 
reformers, while desiring to establish schools accessible to the mass 
of the people, were intent 00 changes more radical than commonly 
crossed the minds of schoolmasters. They desired to curtail the 
time devoted to Latin and Greek, and so find room within the 
school course for some knowledge of natural objects and pheno¬ 
mena—‘real knowledge,' as Locke called it, together with the 
history and geography of modern times, and the application of 
mathematics to the practical concerns of daily life. To those who 
objected that, not under any circumstances, could time be found in 
which to teach all these things, they answered that the ability to 
learn could be wellnigh indefinitely increased if teaching followed 
the natural processes of the child's mind, instead of forcing upon 
it subjects and modes of study better suited to more mature 
intelligences. 

The Moravian, John Amos Comeniiis (1592—1671) took a promi¬ 
nent part in familiarising Europe with the idea of national systems 
of education, covering the whole field from the teaching of infants 
to the instruction given in universities. His projects form an 
epitome of contemporary reform; the introduction of modern 
studies, more especially the mother tongue, the belief in the 
extraordinary power of method and the search for psychologically 
grounded principles of teaching are characteristic features of his 
Didactica Magna^ whose contents seem to have been well known 
before its inclusion in his Opera Didactica Omnia (1657). Come- 
nius received from Bacon the impulse which made him an ardent 
believer in method and a tireless advocate of ‘real* studies pursued 
inductively. His scheme for a ‘pansopMc* college has a partial 
prototype in the Solomon’s house of Bacon's New Atlantis (1627), 
a state-supported institute for scientific research directed to the 
‘ relief of man’s estate/ Bacon’s own purely educational writings 
are few and of comparatively small importance \ but, through 
Comenius, he affected educational thought, and, in a minor degree 
educational practice, on the continent, thus anticipating the part 
played by Locke in the following century. 

A more direct, but much less influential, connection between 
Bacon and the history of English education was established by a 
small group of reformers who interested themselves in the problem 
of method, especially in its relation to modern studies of the 
‘useful’ kind. Prominent amongst them was Samuel Hartlib, an 

^ See Advancement of Learning^ bk. n, paitimt and De AugmentU, bk. Yi, chaps, 2, 4. 
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indefatigable publisher, and sometimes writer, on mechanical 
invention, trade, agriculture, industry and protestant re-union. 
Hartlib instigated the publication of Milton’s Of Education, of The 
AdciceofW.P., an educational tract by William Petty (1648), and 
of another The Reformed School by John Dury (1649 ?), who found 
it advisable to disavow any desire of superseding universities. 
Hartlib himself wrote a pamphlet^ advocating a state system of 
schools, and, in Macaria (1642), described the state endowment of 
research and its administration through boards of agriculture, 
health, industry, and so forth. Petty’s independence of mind was in 
none of his many projects so completely demonstrated as in his pro¬ 
posed ergastula literaria —schools for all children above the age of 
seven, who should there study ‘all sensible objects and actions, 
reading and writing being postponed a little for the purpose. All 
children should learn drawing, mathematics, bodily exercises and 
a handicraft; the musical should be taught music, and only those 
should learn foreign languages who would afterwards make use of 
them. Petty’s notion of school education is nakedly utilitarian ; 
nevertheless, some of his suggestions respecting method are antici¬ 
pations of Pestalozzi and FroebeL 

The flow of reforming schemes was steadily maintained after 
the restoration. On the eve of the change, John Evelyn sent to 
Robert Boyle a ‘proposal for erecting a philosophic matheniatic 
college,’to which he did not assign any strictly educational function*. 
But the instruction of boys and of adults was expressly included 
in Cowley’s A proposition for the Advancement of Experimental 
Philosophy (1660/1). Cowley’s Proposition has already been 
described*. The opening address to the Honourable Society for 
the Advancement of Experimental Philosophy marks the position 
attained by the ‘Invisible College,’ soon to be incorporated as 
the Royal society, an incorporation to which this pamphlet gave 
an impetus. Cowley makes the customary complaints that the 
universities do not take any account of the advance m scientific 
knowledge and that schools waste six or seven years ‘in the learning 
of words only and that too very imperfectly.’ His suggestions are 
chiefly directed towards the endowment of research and of public 
teaching of an advanced kind, but he has also a scheme for a school, 
to be taught in turn by two of the sixteen resident feUows of the 
philosophical college. Here, again, is the familiar combination of 

1 CcnsideraHonstendingtothe ham aooomplUhment of reformatio., etc.. 

"''I' Diary, sn. 3 Sept. 1659. * Vol. vm. chap, xvxx, ante. 
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school and nniveraity. Boys are to be admitted at the a^e of 

thirteen, ‘ being already well advanced in the Latiiie grammar and 
some authors/ No fees may be exacted from any, though never 
so rich ; as funds permit, boarding-houses are to receive ^such poor 
men’s sons whose good natural parts may promise either use or 
ornament to the commonwealth/ and no differences of political or 
religious opinion are to be made grounds of exclusion. Had this 
tolerant attitude become customary, English education would have 
had a different history during the last two centuries. Cowley’s 
schoolboys were to study a long list of Latin and Greek authors 
who had treated of 'some parts of Nature'; like Milton, Cowley 
cannot surrender the scholarly type of education. He wants to 
repeat his own upbringing at Westminster and Cambridge, and 
to add the studies of the 'men of Gresham’; consequently, he is 
incapable of scheming a feasible course of instruction calculated 
to secure his own chief aims. 

It is easy to exaggerate the importance of a controversy which, 
in some of its essential features, is but one more instance of 
contrary temperaments brooding over 'the good old times/ But 
the dispute over the respective merits of ancient and modern 
learning which raged in France aod England during the last 
decade or so of the seventeenth century shows that modern 
studies had become self-conscious in both countries; those who 
followed them were no longer willing to acquiesce in the con¬ 
ventional judgment which elevated all ancient learning into a 
region apart, and made education an almost superstitious defer¬ 
ence of it, while neglect of the newer forms of study was readily 
tolerated. An early intimation of a different opinion came from 
Thomas Burnet {The Theory of the Earth, 1684) who assumed 
that there was order and progress in the growth of knowledge, 
a .modest thesis which Temple regarded as a 'panegyric' of the 
moderns. The contrast between the two ages was limited at first 
to letters, and it was this particular field which, subsequently, 
displayed the English 'squabble,' as Swift called it. ^Fontenelle 
{Digresdon but les Andens et les Moderms, 1688) took the reason¬ 
able ground that humanity, whether Greek, Latin or French, is, at 
bottom, much the same, and that differences are due to opportunity, 
or the want of it, rather than to intrinsic merit or demerit. After 
Locke, this became the general opinion amongst theorisers on 
education, English and foreign; differences between man and man 
were ascribed to the accident of education. Perrault brought the 
controversy to an acute,stage in France. Beginning with adulation 
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of the king {Le Sikle de Louis le Grand, 1687)j he expanded 
his theme into a laudation {Parallhle desAnciens et des ^lodernes, 
1688) of modern progress in science and the arts: the moderns 
excel in astronomy, anatomy, painting, sculpture, architecture and 
music, and may justly compare with the ancients in oratory and 
poetry. At this point, Sir William Temple {Essay on Ancient 
and Modern Learning, 1690) took up the quarrel, belittled modern 
science and philosophy, declared that art had been sterile for a 
century past, and that society was being vulgarised by the pursuit 
of gain. Temple was so little fitted to criticise the moderns that, 
in common with many of his contemporaries, he doubted the truth 
of the discoveries of Copernicus and Harvey ; on the other hand, 
he had little or no Greek. In 1694, William Wotton traversed the 
assertions of this Essay and, in the course of his book, Reflections 
upon Ancient and Modern Learning, stated, with much detail as 
to names and discoveries, the condition of European, and especially 
English, science, his general conclusion being that ^ the extent of 
knowledge is at this time vastly greater than it was in former 
ages.’ Temple s uninstnicted championship of the spurious Letters 
of Phalaris and Fables of Aesop gave Bentley the occasion in an 
appendix (Dissertation on the Epistles of Phalaris) to Wottoo’s 
second edition (1697), to demonstrate the absurdity of the claims 
made for these two works. This particular 'squabble’ Is now 
even more outworn than the greater issue of which it is a part; 
but, in spite of triviality and disingeniiousiiess, it troubled the 
reading public at that time and long afterwards. The contem¬ 
porary verdict seems, on the whole, to have gone in favour of 
Temple and Charles Boyle; it is from the side which was in the 
wrong that we derive such familiar phrases as 'from China to 
Peru,’ 'sweetness and light,’ and the misapprehension which traces 
the renascence to the fall of Constantinople in 1453. The 
Phalaris controversy, with the learning and critical acumen of 
Bentley on the one side and the brilliant pretentiousness of the 
Christ Church setnn the other, is an episode in the perennial feud 
between the scholar (understood as 'pedant’) and the man of the 
world, with the man of letters for ally. The academic pedant, 
whether as represented by Anthony h Wood or Thomas Hearne, or 
as caricatured at a later date in Pornpey the Little, not com¬ 
mend himself to the man of the world. In the eyes of Temple’s 
friends, Bentley /and were mere index-grubbers and 

pedantic boors who could not be the right against a distin¬ 
guished public man like Temple, or a scion of nobility like Boyle. 
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But, apart from its merits, such as they are, the controversy will 
always be memorable as the occasion of Temple’s Essay, Swift’s 
A Tale of a Tub and The Battle of the Books, and Bentley’s 
initiation of the higher criticism in classical literature^ 

Under the commouwealth, the superseding of the universities 
by institutions of a very different kind had been no more than a 
question for debate; after the restoration, and under stress of 
political circumstances, this supersession became an actual fact 
so far as great numbers of dissenters were concerned. Backed, 
no doubt, by the majority of Englishmen, the church party was 
determined to render impossible a return of presbyteiian or of 
independent dominance, and, to that end, inflicted the most serious 
disabilities upon all who refused to conform to the doctrine and 
practice of the church of England The act of uniformity and 
various acts of the same character passed between 1662 and 1672 
deliberately extruded dissenters from the schools and universi¬ 
ties, whether teachers or pupils. When expounding the bill of 1662 
to the lords, sergeant Charlton said that the commons thought it 
necessary to take care for the upbringing of youth, in view of the 
great effect of education and, therefore, they attached rather more 
importance to the conformity of schoolmasters than to that of 
ministers. The act of 1662 required, on pain of deprivation, un¬ 
feigned assent and consent to the book of common prayer, and 
abjuration of the solemn league and covenant from all masters, 
fellows and tutors of colleges, from all professors and readers of 
universities, from all schoolmasters keeping public or private 
schools and from every person instructing any youth in any house 
or private family, as a tutor or schoolmaster. In accordance with 
ancient ecclesiastical law and custom, all schoolmasters were 
compelled to seek licence from the Ordinary, and, by the act of 1662, 
private tutors were put in the same position. Those who presumed 
to teach without this licence were liable to imprisonment and fine. 

An immediate consequence of the act of 1662 was the dismissal 
of a considerable number of university teachers and other graduates, 
of whom Singleton, master of Eton, was one, and many of these 
opened schools for boys or received young men as pupils. Others 
set up ^private academies' which included both school teaching 
and instruction of a university standard; one of the earliest was 
carried on by Richard Frankland, whom Cromwell had designed to 
be vice chancellor of the university at Durham. In Frankland's 
case, as in others, the penal laws were not consistently eniM 

i See ante, vol. vm, chap, xvi; vol. ix, chaps, it and xui, section i. 
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it is said that in the space of a few years he had three hundred 
pupils under his tuition at Rathmill, his Yorkshire home. Indeed, 
the rapid increase of these ‘ academies ’ in the last thirty years of 
the seventeenth century shows that some discretion was used as to 
carrying out the law so far as it was directed against purely educa¬ 
tional institutions which were not endowed schools or universities. 
There were many academies in the provinces, and the northern 
suburbs of London—Hackney, Stoke hi ewington, Islington, at that 
time the recognised homes of boarding schools—contained some 
famous dissenting academies. That kept by Charles Morton, a 
former fellow of Wadham, at Newington gi-een, was a very con¬ 
siderable establishment; and its head was accordingly prosecuted, 
and his academy dispersed, while he himself left the country. 
Morton was one of many who suffered; even those who were 
permitted to keep their schools or their pupils realized how 
unstable was their position. 

The instruction given by the academies was of different types 
and standards; but, when they became established institutions, their 
first care was the education of ministers; dissenting academies 
supplied their earliest training beyond school age to Samuel Wesley, 
the elder, to bishop Butler (of The Analogy) and to archbishop 
Seeker. But not all the pupils were being educated for the 
ministry, and this fact was made the ground of a charge, in the 
circumstances very discreditable to those who preferred it, that 
the academies diverted men from the universities. 

Seeker complained that the Latin and Greek which he carn^ 
from the Chesterfield free school to Jolly’s academy at Atterchfe 
was lost at the latter place, ‘for only the old philosophy of Ue 
schools was taught there, and that neither ably nor diligen y , 
like Wesley some years earlier, he thought but poorly of le 
morals of his fellow-students. In 1710, Seeker, then seventeen 
years old, removed to Bowes’s academy m Bishopsgate stieet, 
where he learned algebra, geometry, conic sections, read 
Essay studied French ; Isaac Watts was an inmate of the 
same house. About 1711, Seeker again mi^ated, this to an 
academy kept at Gloucester by a dissenting layman, Samuel Jones. 

There I recovered my almost lost ^ 

Mr Joseph Butler, afterwards Bishop of Durham . 

I Seeker’s tmpubHsbed MS ifemoir. 
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political than theological; but, whatever their intentions and 
wiratever their provocation, the churchmen of Anne’s day gave 
birth to a long-lived spirit of faction and contention. 

It is true that nothing was taught at the dissenting academies 
which could not be better learned within the university pre¬ 
cincts; but such newer studies as mathematics, French and modern 
history formed part of the ordinary scheme of work for all their 
students, and experimental study carried on within the narrow 
limits of a single building must have entered more intimately 
into the daily life of the majority of the pupils than was the case at 
Oxford and Cambridge, where, in fact, study of this kind was not 
deemed suitable for undergraduates. The academies, therefore, 
are to be reckoned among the forces which gathered during the 
eighteenth century to destroy the monopoly held by the ancient 
curricuLum. 

Discontent with the customary course of studies in school and 
university had long been exhibited among the classes fi’om which 
men of affairs were most frequently drawn. Neither school nor 
university took special note of the changed conditions under 
vrhich the administrator, courtier, soldier and provincial magnate 
lived, or adopted any special measures for their benefit. The 
private tutor was called in to redress the balance, or to take the 
place of the school While the ordinary course of those ‘bred to 
learning’ was from the school to the university, there was an 
increasing tendency amongst the nobility and the wealthy through¬ 
out the seventeenth century to ignore the school in favour of the 
tutor, who taught his pupil from childhood, accompanied him to 
the university and acted as guardian on his travels in Europe. 
The tutor’s work, in many cases, ceased when his pupil, either on 
the conclusion of his university course, or In place of it, entered 
one of the inns of court. Clement Ellis ascribed the popularity of 
the inns to the fact that students were there free from the trouble¬ 
some presence of tutors. They might, or might ^ not, follow the 
study of law in earnest; to be a member of an inn was deemed 
a fitting conclusion to an education and a direct introduction 

into life. , . i 

Notably in France, discontent with current educational practice 

had led to the institution of ‘ academies ’ where a combination was 
sought of the medieval knightly arts with modern studies, as we 

now understand that term; young men learned horsemanship, 
the practice of arms and of physical exercises generally, modern 
languages, history, geography and mathematics, particularly in its 
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application to tlie art of wan These French academies handed on 
the tradition that the coorts of princes and the houses of great 
nobles were the natural places of education for those who were to 
spend their lives in the personal service of the sovereign. In Italy, 
the princely academies had given birth to a literature devoted to 
Hhe doctrine of Courtesy/ of which Castiglione's II Cortegiam 
(1528)^ may be regarded as the original, and Henry Peacham*s 
Compleat Gentleman {1622 and frequently reprinted with additions) 
the most popular English exemplar I Clarendon gave the subject 
the benefit of his experience and good sense in two very readable 
dialogues Concerning Education and Of the Want of Respect dm 
to Age\ 

Peacham advises the study of such branches of knowledge as 
modern history and geography, astronomy, geometry, music, draw¬ 
ing, painting, all with an eye to the needs of the soldier and man 
of action, for whose benefit physical training in various forms is 
prescribed. But his typical gentleman is, also, a virtuoso interested 
in ‘ antiquities/ and a cultivated man accustomed to sweeten his 
severer studies by reading poetry, Ijatiii and English; no Greek 
poet is named. Peacham exhorts his reader to Hbrget not to 
speak and write your own [tongue] properly and eloquently,’ and 
to read Hhe best and purest English’; to which end a long list of 
poets and prose-writers is given, including the names of Chaucer, 
Spenser and Bacon, but omitting Shakespeare’s. The manifold 
interests of a cultured, travelled Englishman of a later date are 
well illustrated by the mere mention of topics which Evelyn 
treated in his various essays; these include forestry, architecture, 
‘sculptura’ (engraving), painting, navigation, agriculture, horti¬ 
culture and the dressing of salads. The list may be compared 
with the ^manual arts’ which Locke thought desirable in a gentle¬ 
man: gardening, woodwork, metalwork, varnishing, grmiug, the 
polishing of glass lenses and the cutting of precious stones {Some 
Thoughts concerning Education)"^. 

Higford’s Institution of a Gentleman {1666) miA The Courtier's 
Calling (1675) by^ Person of Honour’ are courtesy books 

i See ante^ toL in, chap. xix. ® See ante, ¥oL it, p. 526. 

* See ante, yoL vii, pp, 220, 444. 

^ Swift, in the preface to A Tale of a Tuh, announced that it was intended to erect 
a large academy (to which only wits would be admissible) capable of containing nine 
thousand seven hundred and forty-three persons, ‘ pretty near the current number of 
wits in this Island,^ who were to be distributed over the several schools of the academy, 
there to study such matters as ‘Looking-glasses, Swearing, Criticks, Salivation, 
Hobby-Horses, Poetry, Tops, the Spleen, Gaming.* 
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wliicti still afford interest to the student of edncati I li' f 
Jean Gailliard’s The Compleat Gentleinan (1678) ^ini' St^ lie"" 
Pentoffs Guardian's Instruction^ written between logj 
and Ms Neto Instructions to the Guardian (1694)^ ^Itbono-li dealin^^ 
with the same theme, take different lines, Gailhard ^ ^ 

private education and toreign travel with a tutor (he had been 
a tutor himself), and Peiiton, sometime principal of St Edmund 
hall, Oxford, preferring a university education. Both books 
appear to have been familiar to Locke wdien he wrote Some 
Thoughts. The courtesy boolcs proper come to an ino-lorious 
termination in such compilations as The Fine Gentleman (1732) 
of ‘Mr. Costeker.’ ' ^ 

Variants of the courtesy books are Francis Osborn’s Advice to 
a Son (Gtb edition, 1658), The Gentlemans Calling and" Clement 
Ellis’s The Gentile {i.e. ‘genteel’) Simier (2nd edition 1661). 
Osborn’s philosophy of life is that of his friend, Thomas Hobbes • 
in this popular book^ he displays much contempt for universities 
and those long resident in them, and is without any belief what¬ 
ever in a gentleman’s need for ‘learning’ as usually acquired. 
The other two works are of a sermonising, even ranting type, 
abounding in generalities, hut altogether wanting iu directness 
of earlier books on the upbringing of a gentleman. 

The miscellany of schemes w^bich Defoe styled An Essay 
upon Projects (1697) includes one for an English academy to 
‘ dai'ken the glory ’ of the Academie Fran 9 aise and ‘ to polish and 
refine the English tongue,’ ‘the noblest and most comprehensive of 
all the vulgar languages in the world V A second scheme proposes 
a royal academy for military exercises, which should provide a 
scientific education for soldiers, and, incidentally^ encourage 
‘shooting with a firelock’ as a national pastime in the place of 
‘ cocking, cricketing and tippling.’ 

The species of academy on the French model, giving instruction 
in military exercises and in the whole range of modern studies, 
did not secure a footing amongst English institutions, in spite 
of numerous attempts to found one in this country. Lewis Maid- 
well approached parliament, or the government, on four several 
occasions between 1700 and 1704, with the purpose of obtaining 
official sanction, a public standing and a state subsidy for such 
an academy, to be established in his house at Westminster. The 

details of the project took different shapes at different times, 
but instruction in navigation vvas put foiward as an aim in all 

I See ante, vol. vni, P-377. * “We, p. 7. 
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of them. Though nothing came of Maidwell s plan, it aroused 
opposition from the uni versitiesits absurd scheme of raising 
funds by a registration fee imposed upon all printed matter showed 
the author to be no man of business. 

During the latter half of the seventeenth and the beginning 
of the eighteenth century, it became the fashion among wealthy 
country gentlemen and their imitators to substitute for the school 
private tuition at home, more especially in the case of eldest 
sons. As this fashion spread, less care was bestowed on the 
choice of a tutor, who sometimes became the tool of a too indul¬ 
gent mother bent upon playing special providence. Swift {Essay 
on Modern Education, c. 1723) makes this charge; Defoe 
{Cowpleat English Gentleman, c. 1728—9) denies its justice; but 
it is frequently brought at this time against those who were in 
well-to-do circumstances. Swift supports the classics, the birch, 
schools and universities, against private education, coddling and 
the modern studies. He thinks that the popularity of the army 
has given the latter their vogue, and that education grew corrupt 
at the restoration. But, in truth, this particular ‘corruption’ 
was of much earlier growth, and its cause is to be sought in the 
defects of that mode of education which Swift championed. Defoe^ 
represents the eldest sons of wealthy landowners who lived on 
their estates as growing up in gross ignorance, the learning of 
schools and universities being regarded as a trade suitable for 
clergy and others who had to earn an income, but quite un¬ 
necessary for gentlemen. Swift {On the Education of Ladies) 
speaks of ‘the shameful and almost universal neglect of good 
education among our nobility, gentry and indeed among all others 
who are horn to good estates.’ The statement is, in eliect, 
reiterated by novelists as well as by professed writers on education. 
The wellknown decline in the number of boys at public schools 
during the greater part of the eighteenth century to some 
extent confirms Defoe. In the public mind, the distinction between 
learning and education was becoming more appreciated, and 
schools were identified with learning chiefly. ‘A great part of 
the learning now in fashion in the schools of Europe... a gentle¬ 
man may in a good measure be unfurnish’d with, without any 
great disparagement to himself or prejudice to his affairs 

The transition is short from the courtesy books to the reform 
of education in generaL The most notable instance of the passage 


^ See post, p. 413. Op. cit, 

^ Locke, Some Thoughts concerning Education^ 1(593. 
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is afforded by the work just quoted, the greatest of English books 
of its time which deal with its subject, and the most trenchant 
condemnation of the mode of education then in favour. The book 
is the fruit of Locke’s experience^ of tuition, but still more is it 
the outcome of reading and reflection. His debt to Montaigne is 
extensive. The general principles of the two writers are very 
much the same ; where Montaigne gives details of procedure, Locke 
adopts and elaborates them; many passages in his book are but 
free renderings of the earlier writer’s French. Isolated passages, 
when compared, are not without significance; but the really 
instructive comparisons are those of general principles, of outlook 
and attitude. So compared, it is evident that Montaigne is the 
source of much of Some Thoughts. Both writers have chiefly in 
mind the future man of affairs in whose education learning is much 
less important than the discipline of judgment and character. 
Both desire to make their pupils grow in practical wisdom, both 
employ the same method of action, practice, example, as against 
the bookish method of the school. Tlie serious business of educa¬ 
tion, as Locke saw it, was not a matter for children. The training 
which he would give a child was, primarily, a moral or a quasi¬ 
moral one ; at that stage, intellectual exercise should be altogether 
subordinate. So far as knowledge is concerned, it is enough for 
the child and boy to enjoy a moderate use of the intellectual powers, 
to avoid unoccupied moments and to get a ‘ little taste of what 
industi’y must perfect at a later period. Childhood, in Locke s 
view, is that ‘sleep of reason’ to which Eousseau afterwards 
appealed in justification of the dictum that early education should 
be purely negative. In spite of mistakes which a better informed 
psychology has exposed, this conception of childhood gave birth, 
in due time, to much in modem practice which distinctly benefits 
the little child; it was also a fruitful conception in eighteenth 
century theorising about education in generaL ^ 

This is not the place to attempt to follow Locke’s many pre¬ 
scriptions respecting the course of study, and the method of 
He was in sympathy with the innovators of his day 

who proposed to admit modern studies, and it is evident that 

he was convinced of the value of the instruction given by 
French academies to young nobles and gentlemen who resorted 
to them from all parts of Europe, Britain included. Yet, even 
in respect of academies, Locke asserts his own point of view, 

\ TCt ante, voL Tin, p. , 
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nassin" over their distinctive arts of riding, fencing, 

dliicin- r^usic, but dwelling at length upon the manual arts, 
particularly the useful handicrafts, as woodwork and gardening. 

The importance of Some Thoughts was recognised from the 
first as witness the amended and amplified editions which 
appkrcd during the author’s lifetime. Leibniz valued the book 
hio'hly Richardson introduces it into Pamela as a suitable 
present for a young mother. It reached the continent so early 
as 1695 in Coste’s defective French translation, which passed 
through five editions in fifty years. In 1763, it was translated 
into Italian, and, in 1787, two German versions appeared. These 
translations show that there was a greater demand for the work 
than could be met by the French, a language familiar to the 
educated all over Europe. 

Locke’s second contribution to the literature of education is 
the fragmentary and posthumously published Of the Conduct oj 
the Understanding, an addition to the great Essay of 1690, and 
one which Locke put forward as a substitute for the text-books of 
logic studied by undergraduates in their first year at the university. 
Of the Conduct and Some Thoughts are mutually complementary. 
Originally, at least, the latter was meant to express Locke’s opinions 
concerning the education of children ; Of the Conduct is a manual 
of practice for young men, who are educating themselves. It is 
in this work that we find the true Locke, independent of the 
authorities which lie behind Some Thoughts, intent mainly upon the 
problem of building up, confirming, and making continuously 
operative the essentially rational character of the mind. Locke 
believes the solution of the problem to be largely independent 
of schoolmasters and tutors; and every man in proportion to his 
opportunities is called upon to face the question for himself This 
view of the educational process was unlikely to influence those 
who wrote on, or dealt with, education as customarily understood. 

The educated person, as he is drawn in Of the Conduct, is one 
who before all else has learned to think for himself. Convinced that 
reason will enable him to attain so much of truth as he needs to 
know, he has habituated himself to its skilful exercise. Mathematics 
and divinity are named as his appropriate studies; the concluding 
pages of Some Thoughts enable us to add ethics, civil law and con¬ 
stitutional history. A healthy, graceful body and considerable 
manual skill are desirable possessions for whose attainment the 
latter book gives many directions. The contrast between Lockes 
ideal of culture and our own is sufficiently obvious. It is not 
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surprising that he says little of the educational adTautage to be 
got from the study of physical science, though his lifelong interest 
in research shows this was not an oversight But of the culture of 
the human spirit, which literature confers, Locke says nothing, and 
such cultivation of fine art as he recommends is chiefly for utiii- 
tarian ends. The development of the rational is, for him, weUnigh 
everything: imagination and sentiment are not merely left out, 
but are more than once referred to as objects of distrust Locke 
believed that the ‘ ancient authors observed and painted mankind 
well and [gave] the best light into that kind of knowledge’; but 
of English writers Some Thoughts recommends by name for the 
pupil’s reading, only two, Cudworth and Chillingworth, and neither 
for ‘ that kind of knowledge.’ 

Locke’s significance in the history of education is not to be 
sought in his expressly pedagogical works. An Essay concerning 
Human Understanding (1690)S whence the eighteenth and nine¬ 
teenth centuries derived their experimental psychology and their 
rationalist and sceptical philosophies, is, also, the source of its 
author’s great influence upon subsequent educational theory and 
practice, more especially as these developed in France and 
Germany. The teaching of An Essay respecting the relation of 
experience to mental development is paralleled by the doctrine 
that formal education is a process which profoundly modifira the 
minds subjected to it; when philanthropic feeling is aM to this 
doctrine, the desire of making instruction umversal is bound to 
arise. Locke’s exposition of mind as itself a development leads 
straight to the conception that the method of teaching is com 
ditioned, as to nature, material and sequence, by mental develop 
ment Hence, the demand so frequently reiterated in eighteenth 
century educational theory for the training of the senses, and for 
moL of instruction, which will make ^Wldren discover everything 
for themselves; hence, also, the impatience of 

thesi3,sometime8foolishlyexpressed,between f^ 

Ld an inadequate test of what constitutes usefulness. In shoi^ 
from teaching is derived mnch of the educational 

Leory of Rousseau, La Chalotais, Helv6tius, Basedow and their 
svmnathisers, down to Herbert Spencer. 

^ The education of girls above the humblest rank was wholly 
private Swift, in a fragmentary essay On the Ed'Matim of Ladm, 
E .be priuce tb^: ‘fte care et their educatrep » erUrer 
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entirely left to their mothers, or they are sent to boarding schools, 
or put into the hands of English or French governesses,’ ‘ generally 
the worst that can be gotten for money.’ The ideal wavered 
between what was deemed most fitting to the housewife, the 
devotee or the fine lady severally. Swift says that the common 
opinion restricted a woman’s reading to books of devotion or of 
domestic management; anything beyond these might ‘ turn the 
brain.’ In Law’s Serious Call (1728) Matilda’s daughters read 
only the Bible and devotional books, but their chief anxiety is to 
appear ‘ genteel,’ though they become anaemic and die in conse¬ 
quence. In every case, the ideal carefully avoided any appearance 
of thoroughness outside the domestic arts. Lady Mary Pierre- 
point (1689—1762) (afterwards Lady Mary Wortley Montagu), 
writing in 1710 to bishop Burnet, complains that ‘it is looked 
upon as in a degree criminal to improve our reason, or fancy we 
have any.’ 

The domestic instruction of girls of course depended for its 
thoroughness and for its precise scope upon the circumstances of 
the household and the opinions and capacity of the mother. The 
results must have diflered greatly; but the general level was a 
low one, especially in those numerous cases where it was thought 
unnecessary to train the girl as a housewife though it was not 
possible to furnish her with highly competent instructors. Swift, 
in A Letter to a very young lady on Tier marriage, declares that 
not one gentleman’s daughter in a thousand can read or under¬ 
stand her own language or ‘ be the judge of the easiest books that 
are written in it.’ ‘ They are not so much as taught to spell in their 
childhood, nor can ever attain to it in their whole lives. Lady 
Mary Wortley Montagu received lessons in carving in order to 
take the head of her father’s table on public days, occasions on 
which she dined alone an hour beforehand. She was taught French 
in childhood and Italian as a young woman of twenty; Latin she 
studied surreptitiously for two years in her father’s library, working 
five or six hours a day, when it was thought she was reading novels 
or romances. Elizabeth Elstob, editor of Aelfric’s Homilies and 
author of the earliest Old English grammar, pursued her early 
education under similar discouraging circumstances. 

The medieval distinction between the types of education of the 
sexes was a distinction of function, and the difference between the 
education of women and that of men was not greater than the 
difierence between the education of the knight and that of 
the scholar. But, in the eighteenth century, the difierence was 
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rc^ 9 ,T< 56 d 81 S bs-sed on c?ip8,city. ^ITou c&n nevor arriv© in point 
of learuiug to the perfection of a school-boy,’ Swift assures a newly- 
married girl, and he advises that, for some hours daily, she should 
study English works on history and travel, so that she^may prepare 
to take an intelligent part in conversation. From this platform, it 
is but a short step, and too often a downward one, to the ‘ accom¬ 
plishments ’ of the seventeenth and eighteenth century boardim>' 
school Here, as in home education, the differences of aim and 
method were very great. These are at their most ambitious point 
in An Essay to revive the antient education of Gentlcivonien 
(1673) which, in truth, is a thinly-veiled prospectus of a new 
boarding school for girls, to be established, or recently established, 
at Tottenham cross by Mrs Bathsua Makin, a lady who acquired 
an extraordinary reputation as ‘tutress’ to Charles Fs daughter, 
Elizabeth k The interest of the essay, probably written by 
Mrs Makin herself; lies in the account of her school We learn 
that the things ordinarily taught in girls’ schools were ‘ wmrks of 
all sorts, dancing, music, singing, writing, keeping accompts.’ Half 
the time of the new school is to be devoted to these arts, and the 
remainder to Latin and French, ‘ and those that please may learn 
Greek and Hebrew, the Italian and Spanish, in all which this 
gentlewoman hath a competent knowledge.’ The mixture of aims 
and indecision as to means are strikingly illustrated in the optional 
studies, ‘limning, preserving, pastry and cooking,’ and in the 
branches to be taken up by those who remained long at school, 
astronomy, geography, arithmetic, history. Mrs Makin was an 
admirer of Comenius and warmly recommended his plan of 
teacliing Latin and ‘real ’ knowledge in association. Experimental 
philosophy may be substituted for languages in the new school, 
which has ‘repositories for visibles,’ collections of objects, for the 
purpose. 

Swift’s proposal for the reform of girls’ instruction already 
alluded to is not unlike that recommended in 1753 by Lady Mary 
Wortley Montagu for the benefit of her grandchild, the countess 
of Bute’s daughter, except that she adds arithmetic and philosophy, 
and attaches special importance to needlework, drawing and 
English poetry. Eeformer as she was, she shares the general 
opinion that scholarly attainments were the affair of the pro¬ 
fessional man and, accordingly, to be considered derogatory in the 
owner of a title or of great estates. Lady Mary, therefore, is 
careful to say that she considers the kind of education which she is 
^ Princess Elizabeth died at the age of Meen in 1650. 
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advising suited only to those women who will live unmarried and 
retired lives; and even they should conceal their learning, when 
acquired, as they would a physical defect 

Mary Astell, the ^ Madoiiella' whose ^ seraphic discourse * and 
^Protestant nunnery' furnished Swift^ with topics for coarse satire, 
was a great admirer of Lady Mary but a reformer on different 
lilies. Her Serious Proposal to the Ladies (1694) attracted con¬ 
siderable attention and opposition, partly on account of its suggested 
conventual education, partly because its author was a known 
controversialist on the church of England side. Her ^religious' 
were to undertake the education of girls, instructing them in 
^ solid and useful knowledge,' chiefly through the mother tongue. 
The ladies themselves were to substitute French philosophy and 
the ancient classics (presumably in translations) for the romances 
which formed most of the reading of fashionable women. William 
Law held women's intelligence and capacity in at least as high 
esteem as he did those of men; but the education which he advised 
for girls is confined to plain living, and the practice of charity and 
devotioDL 

Defoe's Essay upon Projects (1G97) deprecates the idea of a 
nunnery and proposes academies wMch ^differ but little from 
public schools, wherein such ladies as were willing to study should 
have all the advantages of learning suitable to their genius.' He 
indicates the customary instruction of girls of the middle class. 

One would wonder indeed how it should Lippen that women are con- 
versible at all, since they ai*e only helioldmgr to natural parts for all their 
knowledge. Their youth is spent to teach them to stitch and sow, or make 
bawbles; they are taught to read indeed, and perhaps to write their names 
or so; and that is the heighth of a woman’s education. 

Defoe’s academy ^ would deny women no sort of learning/ but, 
in particular, it would teach them history, languages, especially 
French and Italian, music and dancing. This readiness to expand 
the course of studies appears again in the same author’s Oompleai 
English Gentleman^ where Latin and Greek are said to be 
not indispensable; but modern studies and, notably, the cultiva¬ 
tion of the mother tongue, are described as essential. 

The beginning of popular education is an obscure subject, as to 
which we can with safety make only such general assertions as 
that rudimentary instruction in the vemacular was first given 
in response to a commercial, industrial or other distinctly utili¬ 
tarian demand, and that teachers were private adve 0 turei*s, 
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frequently women, who carried on their small schools nnlicensed. 
Long before the period under review, children of all ranks but 
the highest received their earliest schooling in dames’ schools 
Brinsley (1612) speaks of poor men and women who, by such 
teaching, ‘make an honest poor living of it, or get somewhat 
towards helping the same ’; at the close of the century, Stephen 
Penton refers to ‘the horn book... which brings in the country 
school dames so many groats a week.’ Francis Brokesby^ writes: 

There are few country villages where some or other do not get a livelihood 
by teaching school, so that there are now not many but can write and read 
unless it have been their own or their parents’ fault. 

The writer has a doubtful thesis to support, and therefore must 
not be taken too literally. Shenstone had a much better right to 
assume the presence of a dame school ‘in every village mark’d 
with little spire’*; but he wrote a whole generation later. In 
spite of its banter and the prominence assigned to the rod, this 
burlesque idyll is a tribute of respect to school dames and to the 
value of their work amidst very unscholastic surroundings. The 
instruction was usually confined to reading and the memorising 
of catechism, psalms and scriptural texts; writing was an occasional 
‘extra,’ Fielding and Smollett throw some light on the country 
schools of their time*. 

Schools above this grade taught, or professed to teach, 
arithmetic, history, geography and, sometimes, the rudiments of 
Latin; others, of a grade still higher, prepared for Eton and West¬ 
minster. Smollett makes Peregrine Pickle (1751) attend a boarding 
school kept by a German charlatan who undertook to teach French 
and Latin and to prepare for these two schools, though, in the end, 

‘ Perry ’ was sent to Winchester. 

But, of whatever grade, aU these private schools were for 
persons who could pay a fee; the very poor and the indifierent 
were not helped by them. In spite of casual attempts of town 
councils, vestries and private persons to provide instruction, the 
number of the illiterate and untaught was great and the morals of 

^ Of Education, nOl. ^ The School-MUtre$s, 1U2. 

* Thus, in Joseph Andrews (11A2) the hero is said to have learned to read *very 
early/ his father paying sixpence a week for the mstruetion. Tom Jones’s henchman 
had been a village schoolmaster, whose pupils numbered exactly nine, of whom seven 
were * parish-boys * learning to read and write at the ratepayers’ cost ; their comrades 
were the sons of a neighbouring squire, the elder, a hoy of seventeen * just entered into 
syntax, * a dunce too old for a more suitable schooL Partridge eked out his income by 
acting as parish cleric and barber, his patron providing a ten pound annuity. 
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a large part of the population gave anxiety to tlionglitM men. 
The increase of pauperism between 1692 and 1699 intensified the 
evilj and the earliest attempts at amelioration were on economic 
rather than educational lines. John Bellers came forw^ard with 
Proposals for Raising a CoUedge of Industry (1696) which, in 
fact, consisted of a proprietary workhouse in close association with 
a farm, by whose means Bellers hoped to eliminate the middleman, 
solve the puzzle of the unemployed and pay profits to the proprietors. 
The teaching to be given in the school was to be addressed mainly 
to reading, writing and handicrafts, children beginning to learn 
knitting and spinning at four or five years old; the inmates miglit 
remain to the age of twenty-four. The scheme secured the approval 
of William Penn, Thomas Ellwood and other quakers, but it was 
full of generalities and platitudes, without showing capacity to 
found a living institution; Cowley was the real author of some 
of the notions which Bellers presented very nebulously. 

In 1697, Locke, then a member of the commission of Trade 
and Plantations, wrote a memorandum in which he ascribed the 
increase of pauperism to relaxation of discipline and corruption 
of manners. lie put forward the more practicable portions of 
Bellers’s scheme, suggesting the erection at public expense in all 
parishes of ^working schools’ for pauper children, between the 
ages of three and fourteen, who w^ere to learn spinning, knitting or 
other handicraft, and to be brought to church on Sundays\ Half 
the apprentices of a district should be chosen from these paupers, 
for whom no premium was to be paid. Locke estimated that the 
children’s labour would pay for their teaching and for a sufficient 
ration of bread and water-grueL Defoe {Of Royall Educacion, 
e. 1728) expressed the opinion that ^in the manufacturing towns 
of England, hardly a child above five year old but could get its 
own bread’ 

While men like Locke and Bellers addressed themselves chiefly 
to the economic side of the problem presented by pauperism, others 
tried to solve it by means of instruction, more particularly through 
instruction in religion. There was, indeed, a growing uneasiness in 
religious minds respecting the spiritual condition of the people, 
not only in these islands but in France and Germany also. Between 
1678 and 1698, forty-two ‘ religious societies,’ chiefly of churchmen, 
were started in London alone, and similar associations were formed 
at Oxford, Cambridge, Dublin and elsewhere, the object of all 
being that deepening of personal piety which, at a later ' date and 
^ Bourne, 0 //ofen Xoc&e, vol, SI, p, 88S. 
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on a more extensive scale, became methodism. In the last decade 
of the seventeenth century ‘societies for the reformation of 
manners’ endeavoured to effect improvement by settins in force 
the laws against swearing, druiikenness, street-debauchery and 

sabbath-breaking; their success was but trifling, and they died 
out about 1740. 


One of the immediate objects of the Society for Promotinc 
Christian Knowledge (founded in 1699) was the institution of 
schools for histructing poor children between the ages of seyen 
and twelve in reading, writing and the catechism; all boys and 
some girls were to be taught to cipher, and all girls were to 
learn sewing, or some other handicraft The instruction was to be 
given by a master or mistress, a member of the church of England, 
licensed by the bishop. A convincing proof of the great popularity 
of these schools in their earlier period is furnished by the 
venomous attack upon them made by Bernard Mandeville in Ms 
Esmy on Charity, and Charity Schools (2nd edition, 1723). That 
habitual paradoxmonger was dead against popular schooling: yet 
he notes an enthusiastic passion for charity schools, a kind of 
distraction the nation hath laboured under for some time,’ a wide¬ 
spread interest in their fortunes, and a great desire to share in 
their management. He thought that the money bestowed on them 
would be better spent upon higher and professional education. If 
parents are too poor to afford their children the elements of 
learning 'it is impudence in them to aspire any further.’ 

These schools obtained a large measure of support during the 
reigns of Anne and George I, but, with the accession of George II, 
there came a check in their increase, and a decline in their 
efficiency set in, which grew as the century advanced, while an 
immense field for popular instruction was either unoccupied, or 
occupied by even humbler schools. Their own defective course 
and methods of instruction but partly account for the failure 
of charity schools, which was mainly due to their connection 
with the church and the supposed Jacobite sympathies of their 
managers. Responsible persons like archbishop Wake and bishop 
Boulter, of Bristol, formally warned'the authorities of the schools 
against any appearance of disloyalty. 

Charity schools failed to expand, partly because they did 
not retain the support of the crown, and partly because their 
managers were too often partisan in their dealings with parents; 
readers of Fielding will remember why little Joseph Andrews did 
not receive a charity school education. But these schools played 
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a part in our edncational history which makes them memorable. 
They familiarised men with the idea of a system of popular schools 
centrally directed, yet very closely associated with the several 
localities in which the schools were placed; they founded the 
tradition that the ‘three R’s ’ are the primary ground of all school 
work, and they first represented that voluntary system to which 
English popular education owes much. 

Eton and Westminster were commonly accounted the public 
schools par excellence during the first half of the eighteenth 
century, Winchester taking third place. Rugby’s gi-eatness only 
began with the headmastership of Thomas James (1778—94), while 
Harrow and Shrewsbury suffered from that instability, or decline 
in number of pupils, which was general throughout the century 
at all public schools. The fact is paralleled by the paucity of 
grammar schools founded under George I and George II. Carlisle 
gives nineteen schools as founded between 1702 and 1760, of 
which eight belong to the reign of Anne: scarcely one of the 
nineteen can lay any claim to importance. 

Not in the official plan of studies alone had schools lost touch 
with the general life of the nation. While domestic manners, 
comforts and existence generally had become much less austere 
than they were in the sixteenth century, public schools re¬ 
tained their severity of discipline and roughness of manners. 
The retention was valued by some as affording a counter-agent 
to the supposed effeminacy of the times; but it accounts for the 
unwillingness of many mothers to entrust their boys to boarding 
schools. Nor were roughness of manners and frequent floggings 
the most serious objections to be found in school life. The brutality 
of an earlier time survived in some of the school sports; at Eton, 
the ‘ram-hunt,’ in its most cruel and cowardly form, was not 
abolished until 1747. ‘All that gentleman’s misfortunes arose from 
his being educated at a public-school,’ said parson Adams, com¬ 
menting on the downfall of the dissipated Mr Wilson. 

Schools were understaffed, and it was not possible, therefore, to 
fill all the waking hours with a supervised routine which would 
keep the more audacious spirits out of mischief. ‘Westminster’s 
bold race ’ was notorious for its readiness to defy law and order, 
whether of the school or of the city. ‘ Schemes,’ or illicit excur¬ 
sions out of bounds, were by no means confined to the hours of 
daylight, and boys in their ’teens were brought into contact with 
some of the worst evils of a great city. It was at Westminster that 
young Qualmsick acquired ‘a very pretty knowledge of the Town,’ 
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before he Hook lodgings at a University/ at the age of seventeen h 
School discipline was ineifectual to restrain the more reckless 
boys: Smollett sees no absurdity in making Peregrine Pickle 
at fourteen Hlope® from Winchester, spend some days on a visit 
and return, to have his escapade winked at, or condoned by the 
headmaster. Indeed, Perry’s private retinue of clerical tutor and 
footman furnishes a hint as to the way in which laxity on the part 
of the headmaster might arise. 

The growth of tutoring was, also, in itself, one of the reasons for 
the decline in the number of schoolboys. While William Pitt and 
his elder brother, Thomas, retained their own domestic tutor at 
Eton (1719—26), other boys of their rank were educated entirely 
by tutors and away from schools. The objections to public school 
education made on grounds of health, or morality, were the more 
cogent, because boys frequently entered the schools very much 
younger than they do today. In 1690, we read of a child of six 
being admitted to Westminster: Jeremy Bentham went to the 
same school at that age in 1754 Marbles, hop-scotch, and the 
Holling circle’ of Gray’s Eton Ode\ tell of boys much younger 
than the public schoolboy of the present time. 

So far as the systematic and recognised studies of the schools 
were concerned, Latin and Greek were the only educational instru¬ 
ments of which every boy could avail himself; presence in ‘school’ 
meant attendance at a lesson in one of these languages. The 
spectre schoolmaster of Dunciad declares, 

Wkate’er the talents or howe’er designed, 

We hang one iingling padlock on the mind. 

But it must not be forgotten that, for boys who passed through 
the entire school course, Latin and Greek were literatures, not 
‘subjects’ comparable with one of the studies in a modern school 
time-table. Further, much of the time devoted to classical 
languages was spent in the active study and exercise of composi¬ 
tion ; the old rhetorical training survived from the sixteenth 
century and, in spite of its manifest faults, that training required 
boys to think about a great variety of topics of the fii-st import¬ 
ance. Of course, no attempt was made to teach natural science at 
any English public school during the period under review; writing, 
arithmetic and, at a much later period, some algebra and geometry 
received the partial recognition implied in their being taught on 
half-holidays by teachers of inferior standing. Modem literature, 

1 History of Ptmpey the Little, pp. 230—2. 

2 Gray was at Eton from 1727 to 1734. 
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English and French, together with accomplishments like drawing, 
dancing and fencing, were regarded at Eton, and elsewhere, as 
occupations for leisure hours only. Boys were expected to give some 
of their leisure to private reading, the absence of the highly organised 
athleticism of today leaving a broad margin of time for the 
purpose. Cowper at Westminster (1741—9), in this way, read with 
a schoolfellow all the Iliad and Odyssey in Greek, and some of 
Milton’s English poems. Peregrine Pickle is represented as learn¬ 
ing at Winchester four books of Euclid, some algebra, trigonometry 
and surveying, but he leanied these from Jolter, his tutor, and, 
therefore, apart from the school studies. The rigour of the classical 
curriculum was a little relaxed, but only a little, in the prepara¬ 
tory schools of the London suburbs through which ‘Westminsters’ 
sometimes passed to their school. 

There is a common consent amongst authorities to the effect 
that the years between the restoration and the close of the reign 
of George II constituted a period of stagnation, if not of active 
decay, in the history of English universities. Those who fix their 
attention upon the statutory order of studies and the terms on 
which universities then granted degrees are likely to consider this 
an understatement. Today, the underlying supposition is that the 
degi'ee betokens some measure of intellectual achievement; it is 
the conventional certificate of a liberal education and a passport 
to certain forms of professional employment But, in the eighteent h 
century, its chief function was to regularise, in academic society, the 
position of men who proposed to spend some further years at the 
university in anticipation of clerical preferment Intellectual 
merit alone was not regarded as establishing an unquestionable 
claim to a place in the academic community, or to the conferment 
of a degree. Hence, degrees were sometimes refused, or with¬ 
drawn, on what would today be regarded as irrelevant, or even 
unfair, grounds. Hence, too, an easy assent to exercises which 
were mere forms; the eighteenth century sometimes allowed the 
forms to become farcicaP. 

But, soon after the restoration, it became clear that the 
medieval system was antiquated beyond any possibility of a useful 
existence. The scholastic exercises for the B.A. degree comprised 
disputations, frequenting public lectures, examinations and deter¬ 
minations. At Oxford, the last two could be satisfied by repeating 

1 Convenient evasions liad been found at a still earlier period. In 1675, candidates 
at Cambridge might put down caution-money as a guarantee that they would go through 
the statutory exercises | they could get the degree by forfeiting the money. 
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a few catch-plirases in a dubious Latin, often got up beforehand or 
read from notes, ‘ strings,’ as they were called. Candidates secured 
a dispensation for non-attendance at lectures which were not 
delivered; the examinations of 1716—19, if Amhurst may be 
believed on the point, could be crammed for in a fortnight. In 
a similar spirit, the sex solemnes lectiones of the statutes for M.A 
became, in practice, so many ‘wall-lectures’—delivered, or pro¬ 
fessedly delivered, to four walls and to empty benchea 

But these statutory courses and exercises fail to give a picture 
of university education at that date. In the first place, the educa¬ 
tional system of the colleges frequently ensured that the forms 
were not empty. Thus, at St John’s college, Cambridge, in 1694, 
a candidate for the B.A. degree was examined by two fellows of 
his college during three days in rhetoric, ethics, physics and 
astronomy; the three days’ examination in the ‘schools’ and 
‘answering questions,’ exercises before the university at a later 
stage, were merely formalb Bentley, in 1702, introduced written 
examinations for scholarships and fellowships at Trinity college, 
and, twelve years later, we read of ‘a full examination including 
two days of book-work in classical literature for fellowships at 
Merton College, Oxfordb’ 

Wallis, opposing MaidwelP in 1700, maintained that the Oxford 
tutorial system was an equivalent, and more, of the continental 
privata collegia, or teaching by Seminar, which Maidwell had said 
did not exist in Englandb It is instructive to find two popular 
manuals by Cambridge tutors, Waterland’s Advice to a Young 
Student (1706), and Green’s 'YryKVKXovaiheia (1707), recommending 
the reading of the best English writers as well as books on the 
new philosophy, in addition to those on the classical, mathematical 
and philosophical studies of the customary course. At Cambridge, 
in 1730, Locke’s Essay and works by English and foreign philo¬ 
sophers and men of science were in use. English essays were 
regularly prepared for the Oxford tutors at Magdalen, in 1749, 
and at Hertford, in 1747. Where the tutor was interested in 
intellectual pursuits and, at the same time, took his tutonng 
seriously, the extension of the pupil’s studies (especially if the 
latter was responsive) was almost inevitable. That there were 
such tutors, and that opportunities existed for a wide r^ge of 
studies at both Oxford and Cambridge between 1660 and 1760, are 

facts easily demonstrated. 


^ Wordsworth, ScTwlae 
s See ante, p. 897. 


Academicae, p. 23. » Brodriok, Memonaii of Merton, p. 130. 
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The origin of the Royal society has already been told*. Sprat, 
in his History of the, Royal Society (1667), while protesting that 
the new institution is in no sense a rival to the universities, goes 
on to say that it could not be injurious to them ‘without horrible 
ingratitude, seeing that in them it had been principally cherished 
and revived.’ In 1659, Robert Boyle brought from Strassburg the 
chemist, Peter Stael, who taught his science in Oxford at different 
times between that date and 1670. Though in no sense connected 
with the university, his classes attracted men of every sort of 
standing, above the undergraduate. In 1663, Anthony h Wood 
and John Locke were fellow-members of Stael’s ‘chemical-club.’ 
Edward Lhwyd and his Cambridge friend John Ray were only less 
interested in philology than they were in natural history. 

At Cambridge, Bentley is a capital instance of the university 
teacher whose catholic interest and zeal for knowledge extended 
beyond his own chosen studies. As first Boyle lecturer (1692), he 
attempted to confute atheism, not by the authority of the scriptures 
but by a study of gravitation, physiology and psychology. This 
sympathy with modern studies was not less characteristic of his 
mastership of Trinity than was his desperate struggle to maintain 
his office In 1704, he made a dwelling and an observatory in the 
college for one of its fellows, Roger Cotes, the first Plumian professor 
of astronomy and of experimental philosophy; the fact marks the 
establishment at Cambridge of the Newtonian school of mathe- 
matica Bentley also fitted up a laboratory for Vigani, who, after 
lecturing in Cambridge for some years, was made professor of 
chemistry in 1703. In 1724, Bentley was instrumental in found¬ 
ing the first botany chair in his university, and he favoured 
a design for drawing up a history of modern geographical 
discoveries. 

Nor were these extra-academic interests confined to the seniors 
or to the new philosophy. Ambrose Bonwicke (St John’s college, 
Cambridge, 1710—14) learned French under a private teacher in 
order to study books ‘ on all sorts of learning published daily in 
that language.’ In the same university, Ren4 La Butte taught 
French from 1742, and there, also, Isola taught Gray Italian. At 
Oxford, in 1741, Magdalen college employed Magister Fabre, 
praelector linguae Gallicanae ; a little earlier, Shenstone, Graves 
and Whistler met in each other’s rooms at Pembroke to ‘sip 
Florence wine’ and to read ‘plays and poetry. Spectators or 
Tatlers and other works of lighter digestion.’ Dr John Wallis, 

^ vol. 11 X 1 , oli&p. xvn* 
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in 1700 , while arguing^ that Maidwell’s projected academy was 
superfluous, states that instruction was then accessible at Oxford 
in anatomy, botany, pure and applied mathematics, French, Spanish, 
Italian, music, dancing, fencing, riding and other manly exercises. 

Nor must it be assumed that the universities in their corporate 
capacity were insensible to the advance of knowledge or of their 
own responsibility for it. The old curriculum retained its function 
as an instrument of education, partly because the newer studies 
had not yet reached that stage of systematisation which is requisite 
in any branch of knowledge designed to educate. As early as 
1683, Oxford found it necessary to open Ashmole’s ‘ elaboratory ’ 
‘for promoting several parts of useful and curious learning,’ and 
the study of chemistry was regularly pursued by members of the 
university under the first ‘ custos,’ Robert Plot About the same 
date, a philosophical society, consisting of a number of distinguished 
seniors, including heads of houses, was instituted to correspond 
with the Royal society and with a similar society in Dublin®. By 
the close of the seventeenth century, the Newtonian mathematics 
began to take possession of the Cambridge schools, not by statutory 
regulation but simply in recognition of the advance in knowledge. 

Between 1702 and 1750, Cambridge founded chairs in chemistry, 
astronomy and experimental philosophy (Plumian), anatomy, 
botany, Arabic, geology, astronomy and geometry (Lowndean); 
and Oxford instituted chairs of poetry, Anglo-Saxon and anatomy. 
It cannot be said that the regius professorships of modem history, 
founded in 1724 by George II at both universities, did much to 
advance the study of modem history during the eighteenth century; 
still, they are, at least, evidence of goodwill on both sides, though 
spoiled by vaguely conceived aims and faulty organisation. The 
work of antiquaries like Anthony k Wood and Thomas Hearne was 
more to the purpose. 

The lethargy which seized upon English university life in the 
mid-eighteenth century seems to have been less profound at Cam¬ 
bridge, the university which enjoyed a measure of court favour; 
Oxford was persistently Jacobite down to the death of George II, 
and, in consequence, forfeited influence and lost opportunities for 
usefulness. The Cambridge senate house was opened in 1730 and, 
almost immediately, was made the scene of university examina¬ 
tions, which, from that time, became of a serious character, liie 

I In two pamphlets, printed with Maidwell’s proposal, in the Oxford Historical 

Society’s Collectanea, First Series, 1885. 

» Clark, it/e and Kmc* o/.d»tAonp a ITooi. voL m, pp. 75—8. 
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chancellor’s regulations of 1750, which aimed at stiffening dis¬ 
cipline and reducing the expenses of undergraduates, produced 
a flood of pamphlets which give incidental information on the 
condition of the university. The Academic, one of the best 
known of these, credits undergraduates with ‘ taste for music and 
modern languages,’ and due attention to mathematics, natural 
philosophy and the ancient languages. The Remarks on the 
Academic, while dissenting from the conclusions of its opponent, 
agrees with it as to the condition of learning at Cambridge. 

Edward Gibbon’s impeachment of the Oxford system is well 
known; he was at Magdalen college (when not elsewhere on 
‘schemes’) for fourteen months, in 1762—3, entering from West¬ 
minster before he completed his fifteenth year. But his remarks 
are obviously too prejudiced to be accepted as a plain story of 
events which happened many years before he wrote his Memoirs ; 
Oxford’s chief offence was that it was clerical and tory. Still, the 
charge of idleness which he brings against fellows of colleges had 
been made as early as 1715 by dean Prideaux, and, in the interval, 
the circumstances of clerical life at Oxford had not improved. 
Prideaux in LVIII Articles for reformation of universities wanted 
to enforce ancient discipline throughout academic society, to 
punish neglectful tutors and to superannuate fellows twenty years 
after matriculation. A fellow who had not secured a provision for 
himself at that date was to be removed to a special residence sup¬ 
ported by the colleges and named ‘ Drone HalL’ The universities 
were heavily handicapped by a policy which placed so much of 
their teaching and government in the hands of clerical celibates, 
whose professional ambition and hopes of ‘settling in life’ 
frequently centred about a prospective college living. 







